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A pitchfork army? 


On March 1st, in a rush of green and 
brown and with a forest of placards 
waving like regimental standards, 250,000 
Britons came to London to make a massive 
demonstration in favour of tradition and 
liberty. Although the demonstration was 
good-natured and civilized, the sheer size 
of the event indicates that there is a wide- 
spread mood of rebelliousness in the 
country at large. This fact has been 
belatedly recognised by Labour, who now 
see that its ill-disguised contempt for the 
shires has become too obvious. The 
government has now made conciliatory 
noises and made promises which it has no 
intention of keeping, in the hope that this 
nascent populist revolt can be dampened 
down, and the “pitchfork army” disarmed. 

Country life is under threat from gov- 
ernmental neglect (for which the Con- 
servatives: must take some of the blame), 
politically correct censorship and the 
homogenisation of culture that is the con- 
sequence of globalism. All too many vil- 
lages are dying because of unemployment, 
lack of public transport, the closure of 
schools, the soaring prices of houses and 
a culture of restlessness which draws 
young people away to the cities, whence 
they rarely return. Large sections of the 
landscape are under attack from agribus- 
iness, intensive farming and unnecessary 
road- and executive home-building 
schemes. Farming is suffering grievously 
because of BSE, the beef-on-the-bone ban, 
cheap imports and the CAP (which only 
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benefits a very small number of large farm- 
ers). Local customs, identities and freedoms 
are under threat from sentimentalists 
and the revolutionary stormtroopers of the 
far-Left. Even major rural industries, like 
hunting and shooting, are being sacrificed 
to salve the consciences of Islington. It is 
small wonder that the hard-working, normal 
people of the hinterlands are up in arms, 
and no wonder that the government is so 
terrified. 

This movement, although limited in 
scope, is the first effective Right-of centre 
opposition to Labour’s one-party state that 
has been seen and for that reason alone 
should be welcomed. More than that, it is 
just possible, as ‘Peter Simple’ surmised 
hopefully in the Daily Telegraph on 7th 
March, that the movement may be a more 
general revolt, an inchoate but deeply felt 
protest against national decline and social 
revolution. Some on the Left have said that 
the Marchers are “a bourgeois, Poujadiste 
army”, and this phantasmagorical national 
liberation movement is no doubt the stuff 
of nightmares to New Labour and Old 
Communist alike. 

‘But for the phantasm to become real, 
and for the country to be saved, the un- 
easy alliance must continue to resist La- 
bour’s attempts to divide it along class 
lines. Indeed, the coalition must be wid- 
ened and deepened, and it should link up 
with urban interest groups whose prob- 
lems, although very different, stem from 
the same underlying causes. Q 
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Time to turn sharp Right 





Radical policies are required urgently, says Arthur Deramore 
a ETRE: 


n 1968, Sir Oswald Mosley, founder and 
leader of the British Union of Fascists, 
declared, “I am not, and never have been, a 
man of the Right. My position was on the 
Left and is now in the centre of politics.” 
Those Left-wing intellectuals and fellow 
travellers, who have spent so much effort in 
constructing the myth that Fascism and Na- 
zism are extreme Right-wing philosophies, 
must have been shocked by his frankness. 

How then to define Left, Right and 
Centre policies? My dictionary does it thus: 
RIGHT: “The individuals and groups pur- 
suing generally conservative or reactionary 
political policies in opposition to broadly 
egalitarian or socialist policies”. LEFT: “The 
individuals and groups pursuing generally 
egalitarian political goals by reformist or 
revolutionary means, as opposed to broadly 
conservative, established or reactionary in- 
terests”. CENTRE: “A political group or 
set of policies representing a compromise 
between the Right and the Left”. 

Abraham Lincoln asked, “What is con- 
servatism?” and answered himself, “Is it 
not adherence to the old and tried against the 
new and untried ?” Armed with these defini- 
tions it is easy to judge who is what and 
what is Right or Left or of the Centre. In 
the 1960s and 1970s, the USSR, Yugo- 
slavia and Czechoslovakia were new and 
untried states created by politicians in the 
20th Century. The USSR has broken up, as 
has Yugoslavia, while Czechoslovakia has 
separated into two nations by mutual agree- 
ment. 

In Britain the century has witnessed a 
Leftward swing by the Conservatives and a 
Rightward swing by the Labour Party and 
by 1997 the two parties shared the same 
policies on all major issues. In 1945, the 
post-war Labour Government “pursued 
generally egalitarian political goals by 
reformist means”. The following 1951 Con- 
servative Government freed Britons from 
much of the oppressive bureaucracy by which 
the socialists had controlled every aspect of 
their lives, but the Conservative leadership 
believed, rightly or wrongly, that Bismarck’s 
tenet, “Politics is the art of the possible” 
justified a general acceptance of the status 
quo. Whatever influenced their thinking, 
the thirteen years to 1964 bequeathed to the 
new Labour Government of Harold Wilson 
a Britain moulded largely in the image of 
Attlee’s Government. 

In his book, Conservatism and Collec- 
tivism, 1886 to 1914 Dr Mathew Fforde 
quotes from an 1894 issue of the Economist: 
“We shall see a strong and heavy swingback 
(from State Socialism) in the old direction. 
A Minister will be found, who promises 
Independence instead of Supervision.” Writ- 
ing in the 1980s Dr Fforde deduced that the 
forecasted Minister was Margaret Thatcher. 





At that time he was not to know that the Left 
wing members of her cabinet would stab her 
in the back and the Party would revert to 
consensus policies. 

In 1970, before the Thatcher years, 
Edward Heath became Conservative Prime 
Minister. He was further to the Left than 
any previous Tory leader and it is no coinci- 
dence that it was he who negotiated Brit- 
ain’s entry into the EEC and deluded .the 
electorate in the 1975 Referendum to vote in 
favour of entry. Heath assured the country 
that no significant loss of sovereignty was 
entailed in joining and concealed the dam- 
age to our fishing industry which was in- 
volved. Twenty years later another Con- 
servative Prime Minister signed the 
Maastricht Treaty and conceded further sov- 
ereignty to the European Union. 

The concept of a United States of Eu- 
rope has always been a child of the Left. In 
Britain, Chatham House intellectuals like 
Arnold Toynbee have wanted to abolish the 
nation state in favour of, ultimately, world 
government. The European Union is a 
socialist bureaucracy without democratic 
structures, and this with the inherent economic 
and political flaws in it will lead eventually 
to rupture and conflict as has happened in 
the USSR, and Yugoslavia. Edmund Burke 
stated: “The people never give up their 
liberties but under some delusion”. With 
disillusion will come disruption. 

To their credit there have been many 
politicians and statesmen in Britain, who 
have courageously warned of the dangers of 
joining the EEC. On the Conservative side 
Enoch Powell and Sir Robin Turton amongst 
others rejected Heath’s policy. On the La- 
bour side, Hugh Gaitskell told the Labour 
Party Conference in 1962: “It means the end 
of a thousand years of history”. 

Today, the Conservative Party is clearly 
divided into two camps; the Europhiles of 
the Left and the Eurosceptics of the Right. 
Nevertheless there are at least 60 Labour 
MPs and several Labour Peers, notably 
Lords Shore and Stoddart of Swinton, who 
are opposed to Britain’s entrapment into a 
European Federal State. 

Important as is the question of Europe, 
other issues indicate the need to turn back to 
more Right-wing policies. If one compares 
the moral state of our society in Victorian 
times before Left-wing radicalism won its 
victories with the state of our society today, 
it is only too clear that Britain has slid into 
moral degeneracy and that standards of indi- 
vidual behaviour are generally deplorable. 
If Britain is to survive as a nation state, the 
present corruption must be ended. 

A simple test is to apply the Ten Com- 
mandments of the Christian Church and see 
how far they are being broken. It is a 
paradox that Anglican Church leaders have, 
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in recent years, been overtly preaching Left- 
wing political views. The Church of Eng- 
land used to be called ‘the Conservative 
Party at prayer’. No longer is it so. The 
present C of E seems to have become a part 
of the Department of Social Security. Even 
the Alternative Service Book reads like a 
Government circular. 

The current deterioration began immedi- 
ately after the Second World War, when the 
State took responsibility for the lives of 
everyone from the cradle to the grave. No 
longer was it necessary for individuals and 
families to look after each other as a Chris- 
tian duty. Pay the Government (in taxes) 
and let them decide on whom the money 
should be spent. The Swinging Sixties - 
Roy Jenkins’ Permissive Society - really 
lifted the lid off Pandora’s Box. The divorce 
rate, a sure sign of family break-down, 
started to soar in the Sixties, gathered pace 
with the 1969 Divorce Reform Act, was 
boosted in 1973 by the Matrimonial Causes 
Act and now we have the shameful statistic 
that 50% of all marriages end in divorce. 

In parallel with the collapse of mar- 
riages has come the rise in unmarried moth- 
erhood and increase in illegitimate births. 
All these evils have come about despite, or 
because of, the birth control pill’s ready 
availability. The growth of employment of 
women has reduced the status of men in a 
family situation and feminists have encour- 
aged girls to regard boys as irrelevant but 
useful for pleasurable insemination. For their 
part the boys have lost all respect for the 
girls and judge them more as ‘good lays’ 
than future wives and mothers of their chil- 
dren. These are generalisations, but a defi- 
nite sub-culture has resulted, in which crime 
and: drug-taking is rife. Few people over 
forty years old cannot but be horrified by the 
appalling crimes committed by teenagers 
and even pre-teenage children. 

The anti-hunting lobby has been much in 
the news recently. These people claim that 
hunting is cruel, but ignore condemnation of 
the equally cruel activities and battery hen 
egg-laying, because they benefit from them. 
Such is their hypocrisy. Ironically, it was a 
Huntsman Poet, who in 1870 or therea- 
bouts, wrote The Fox’s Prophecy, which 
forecast with surprising accuracy the devel- 
opments in Britain over the next 128 years. 
D W Nash concluded his prophesy but not 
the poem, with two encouraging verses: 


“Taught wisdom by disaster, 
England shall learn to know 
That Trade is not the only gain 
Heaven gives to man below. 


“The greed for gold departed, 

The golden calf cast down 

Old England’s sons again shall raise 
The Altar and the Crown.” 


New Britain? The People’s Britain? Cool 
Britain? Let us turn sharp right before all is 
lost. Q 


Lord Deramore writes from Pickering, 
Yorkshire. 








The state of the nation-state 


Derek Turner interviews David Marsland, sociologist and Thatcherite visionary 





Looking back over the Thatcher years, what are 
your greatest sources of satisfaction and your 
greatest regrets? 

My greatest regret is that it was cut short by a combination 
of cowardice and pro-European conspiracy. | have no 
substantive regrets. She might have done even more but 
what she achieved for Britain was immense, possibly as 
much as might have been achieved. Her greatest achieve- 
ment was that she stopped for a moment the decline of 
Britain. At the end of the 1970s, we had all more or less 
given up on ourselves. She halted that and began to drag us 
forward, to have some pride in ourselves again. 


You have written of an anti-capitalist culture rooted 
deeply in British society. What has caused this? 

First of all, the simple passage of time, a weariness. With the 
north Italians and the Dutch, we were almost the first 
capitalists. We have simply been at 
it a long time, and it is a strainful 
system because it requires freedom 
and enterprise. But beyond that 
tiredness, there is the lingering 
power of some of the worst parts 
of the old establishment - the 
unreconstructed feudalists and the 
part of the Conservative Party they 
control, who didn’t want competi- 
tion, freedom, social mobility or risk, 
or any of the things that are essen- 
tial to capitalism. But worse than 
them, socialism is very powerful in 
Britain, especially among the intel- 
lectuals and in the media. These 
people are constantly seeking to 
undermine success, and want a safe, 
planned world with their perks se- 
cured. Feudalists and socialists 
joined forces to block freedom. 


You have recently conducted 
a survey among second-year 
students on a degree course 
which seems to display 
alarming evidence of political 
correctness, or even indoctri- 
nation, among students. 

What is happening in our 
schools and colleges? 
Undoubtedly there has been some 
indoctrination, but most of what is happening in schools is 
attributable to the unthinking incompetence of many teach- 
ers and headmasters, who encourage young people to swal- 
low ill-thought out and, in some cases, mischievous ideas 
like “anti-racism”, “multiculturalism”, and “anti-sexism” and 
to pour scorn on natural, commonsensical, necessary no- 
tions, such as patriotism. This phenomenon is not confined 
to schools, but filters from the top of the intellectual machin- 
ery downwards. There’s a vicious prejudice against patriot- 
ism and an eager willingness to denigrate British history. 
This gets filtered down into children’s heads, which is both 
short-sighted and wicked. It’s not a single, huge conspiracy, 
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although there are lots of small mini-conspiracies. It is just a 
huge intellectual and moral mistake in our culture which 
seeps all over everything like a miasma. 


Did Margaret Thatcher do enough in education? 

She made a beginning. There was a lot to do and | think she 
did things more or less in the right order. Even early on, there 
were some good things under Sir Keith Joseph, but the 
reforms really only began just as Mrs Thatcher was leaving. 
They didn’t go far enough, but it was very difficult to go far 
enough. There will have to be a fundamental conflict with the 
teacher trade unions. I’m pleased to see Blair making genuine 
efforts to drive education in a Thatcherite direction, but | 
believe he won't succeed, because in the last resort Labour 
won't be prepared to fight and defeat the teacher trade 
unions and the intellectuals who control teacher training 
colleges. | think it’s more difficult even than that. | think 
there’s a decay in the soul of the 
British or Anglo-Saxon psyche, a 
major symptom of which is a sort of 
global sloppiness. The hopelessness 
of most education is only one exam- 
ple, although a very important one, 
of this. Dress, manners, domina- 
tion by pop music and sexual he- 
donism - all of these areas will have 
to be attacked morally, and there 
will have to be some leadership. We 
have to drive back this tide of sew- 
age and get in something clean and 
good and more suited to the British 
people. 

Who is going to lead us out of 
the morass? 

In a democracy the task falls to 
parties and the leaders of parties. 
Labour can’t do this because they 
are a major part of the problem. The 
Conservative Party is where we 
should look for hope. Twice in this 
century, the Conservative Party has 
produced national leaders who did a 
great deal of good for us — Churchill 
and Margaret Thatcher. We can hope 
that this will happen again, but in 
any case those who are capable 
should be speaking up individually 
and in groups, trying to move both 
the Conservatives and the national 
psyche in the right direction to hold back the flood of decay 
— at least until an atmosphere is produced from which 
leadership can emerge. 


/s there anyone outside politics who might provide 
leadership, for example in the Church? 

| don’t think so, although | was brought up in the Church and 
I’m still a Christian, although largely supporting the Church, 
as Churchill said, “like a flying buttress from the outside”. 
There should be some religious leadership for the vast 
majority of the British people. If John Wesley were to come 
back he’d find plenty of work to do, but he wouldn’t try and 
reform the Church — he would try and reform the people! 
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What do you think are the differences, if any, 
between nationalism and patriotism? 

A lot of references to the term “patriotism” in recent litera- 
ture are specious attempts by anti-nationalists to find a way 
of not appearing to be manifestly treacherous. However, one 
could say that nationalism was more of a movement while 
patriotism was more of a state of mind. What Britain needs 
is a deal of patriotism and nationalism expressed not only in 
support of our own nation but in support of other good 
nations. 

ls there a bias against nationalism in your field of 
sociology? 

British sociology is not quite as bad in this respect as it was 
20 years ago, thanks to the contributions of scholars like 
Kenneth Minogue, Anthony Smith and Elie Kedourie, but 
there is still much misunderstanding of nationalism. Socio- 
logical thinking is dominated, on the one hand, by a kind of 
liberal internationalism going back to the First World War and 
League of Nations thinking connecting with glib ideas about 
“world order” and, on the other, by socialism, in both its 
Marxist and non-Marxist forms. Britain is an old, powerful 
and proud nation, a target worth aiming at, an edifice worth 
knocking down - so they have. The backwash of Hitler and 
National Socialism has made it difficult for anyone to speak 
up confidently for the nation as such, stupidly because even 
the grossest misuse of an idea says nothing about the value 
of the idea. 

Can the nation-state survive in the era of the 
Internet, globalism and mass migrations? 

| think there is something fundamentally wrong with the 
logic of arguments made along those lines. The nation-state 
isn’t a parochial, tightly bound, fortress unit - on the 
contrary. The nation-state came into existence in the history 
of the world as people began to discover the extent of the 
globe and the variety of peoples across the face of the earth. 
People created and then defended a home for themselves in 
the face of that increasing mobility. Also, nations depend on 
mobility and communications to enable them to maintain 
their autonomy. Because they exchange things, they are 
products of trade. Nor do | see any reason why the wonder- 
fully exciting tecent developments in telecommunications 
should have any effect in diminishing the power or signifi- 
cance of the nation-state. 

As for mass migration, it depends on what you mean by 
“mass”. Some masses, like the Mongols, can overwhelm 
small nations, but the extent of flow into Europe now is not 
what | would call mass migration. The mass migration | see 
as most likely and most potentially dangerous will come from 
north Africa if it goes Muslim fundamentalist, and therefore 
also poor and tyrannical. We might then see millions of north 
Africans seeking to get up into Europe, and this might be 
combined with an equally massive flow of people from 
eastern Europe and the Balkans, if there is an economic 
collapse there. You would simply have to stop such a 
movement militarily. The flow of Mexicans into the USA is 
approaching what | would call mass levels, but because the 
US economy is so adaptable and vibrant it is successfully 
absorbing them. Also, of course, America is much bigger, 
and living in America does Americanize people. In Europe it is 
a much more difficult problem, because population densities 
are already much higher than in the USA. There is simply less 
space, and the ecomonies do not have the continuity of 
growth that the Americans seem to have institutionalised. 

But I’m not sure whether in the last resort we would have 
the courage to deal with mass immigration anyway. There 
seems to be a sort of belief that anyone has a right to 
anything from someone else if they haven’t got some of their 
own. This is just ludicrous — you have only got to think of it 


at a personal level. If people, whether terrorists, criminals or 
immigrants, want to come into my sitting room and make it 
into their flat then | am going to clobber them. So would 
anyone else, whatever they pretend. 


How about the possible danger to national identities 
from “Hollywoodised” mass culture? 

I’m very sceptical of any sort of anti-Americanism, because 
it’s been such a large part of socialism and because | am a 
great admirer of America. America seems to neutralise the 
Hollywood nonsense and mischief very effectively for the 
most part with sensible behaviour and values. Hollywood is 
a nuisance in the USA but not destructive. However, whether 
smaller countries can do this is less certain, and | am 
becoming more and more suspicious of “Hollywoodism”, 
especially in terms of moral values. The whole culture seems 
to purvey homosexualism, anti-familism, greed and uncouth- 
ness to an unacceptable degree. But I’m not sure that the 
best way to deal with it is to attack Hollywood, or the mass 
media, or the USA as such. We should be objecting to things 
we produce on our own account. The BBC is full of equally 
pernicious rubbish and we tolerate it. Our newspapers are full 
of the most repulsive advertisements and we tolerate them. 
We have all become terrified of being classified as “Dis- 
gusted of Tunbridge Wells”. | think we could do with a deal 
more disgust coming from Tunbridge Wells, otherwise the 
poison continues to seep in and is eventually taken for 
granted. 


Please tell us a little about yourself and your 
political activities. 

lam an academic sociologist. | did Classics at Cambridge and 
then discovered sociology by accident from my own reading. 
| went to the London School of Economics and I’ve been 
teaching, researching and writing for 30 years since then. 
That’s been the main spine of my life. It’s been a difficult row 
to hoe because British sociology during that period has been 
both dull and mischievous. | have had to spend a lot of my 
time being negative and critical when | would much rather 
have been doing something positive. 

But I’ve always had a practical and political involvement 
as well. | feel that | should be working more in the political 
sphere, but it is not easy. The country has fled from the strain 
of freedom. | want to put at least some of my efforts into 
political activity through the National Radical League (NRL), a 
ginger group committed to enterprise, welfare reform, law 
and order and the resurgence of the UK. The aim is to 
stimulate people of all parties to stand up for commonsense 
and for Britain. The NRL is small, but many organisations 
start small. I’m not altogether persuaded of the benefits of 
size; in a way, socialism is the ultimate argument for econo- 
mies of scale! We don’t expect to take over the government 
nor expect the League to be the exclusive brain behind any 
other government but | would like it to reflect the ordinary 
suppressed beliefs of those millions who are benumbed by 
what’s been happening to Britain in the last five decades. 


What is your next project? 

A book called Mightier Yet, a quotation from a well-known 
anthem! It’s an extension of my book on welfare [Welfare or 
Welfare State?, Macmillan, 1997 — Ed.], and will look across 
the board at public policy. It will offer positive and practical 
alternatives to managed drift. We have simply got to do 
something tough and difficult. We have to challenge our- 
selves and get Britain up and running again. 


For a list of recent NRL publications, please write to: 
NRL, Suite 359, 28 Old Brompton Road, 


London, SW7 3DL 
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The Commission for Racial Equality 
— acase study in systematic hypocrisy 


Ray Honeyford finds there is one law for employers, another for the CRE 





he CRE has powers under Section 47 
of the Race Relations Act 1976 to issue 
Codes of Practice in the fields of housing, 


education and employment. It has exer- ° 


cised this power in all three instances. 
Now a Code does not, in itself, impose a 
legal obligation, ie, it does not have statu- 
tory status, and no one is compelled to 
conform to its recommendations. That is 
the theoretical position. However the CRE 
is careful to point out that, in practice, the 
Codes have powerful coercive tendencies. 
In the Code on employment, for instance, 
we find the following, “If, however, its 
recommendations are not observed, this 
may result in breaches of the law..... 
Moreover, its provisions are admissible in 
evidence in any of the proceedings under 
the Race Relations Act before an industrial 
tribunal..... If employers take steps that 
are set out in the Code to prevent their 
employees from doing acts of unlawful 
discrimination, they may avoid liability 
for such acts in any legal proceedings 
brought against them”. In short, the Code 
is, de facto, a directive, and it would be a 
foolish employer who disregarded it. 

The Code is all-embracing. No one, 
and no organisation, is allowed to escape 
its influence. Employers, employment agen- 
cies, trade unions and professional organi- 
sations - all are called to account. Every 
aspect of appointment and promotion pro- 
cedures is covered in detail. Training, 
dismissal, terms of employment, griev- 
ance disputes, cultural and religious needs, 
language training, racial monitoring - all 
these and more are included. 

Moreover, everyone, so we are in- 
formed, must have a commitment to ‘posi- 
tive action’, ie, it is not enough for an 
employer not to discriminate in terms of 
race: he must positively seek to entice 
people from the ethnic minorities into his 
organisation. This is especially so when 
the proportion of ethnic minority employ- 
ees is lower than their proportion in the 
relevant working population. In this case 
the employer must set ‘numerical targets’, 
so that an appropriate number of blacks 
and Asians are recruited in a given time. 

(How the principle which activates 
numerical targets is different from that 
which produces racial quotas - which are 
unlawful in this country - is a question the 
CRE has never explained convincingly). 
The employer is not only responsible for 
ensuring numerical targets are set for his 
own organisation, he is also bound, via the 
concept of contract compliance, to do all 
in his power to persuade companies who 


want contracts with his firm to do the 
same. That is, the target organisation must 
function as an agent for the CRE. Moreover, 
the employer must not only demonstrate 


‘his innocence from racial bigotry once and 


for all; he must do so as a regular, system- 
atic feature of his working practices, and 
he must recruit special, race relations per- 
sonnel to check this is happening. 

Now the whole basis of this alien and 
draconian imposition is to produce work 
forces which are a statistical microcosm of 
the general racial composition of the work- 
ing population as a whole, after allowing 
for local variations and age profiles. In 
other words, even though attempts at ra- 
cial balancing are unlawful, the CRE be- 
lieves, and seeks actively to impose, the 
notion that work forces are, or ought to be, 
racially representative organisations - if 
six per cent of the population is black or 
Asian, then that same proportion should 
figure in the company’s work force. The 
CRE has been extremely successful in con- 
vincing employers in both the private and 
public arenas that this notion of racial 
equality of outcome is entirely desirable. 
More than that, they have been equally 
successful in persuading employers that 
any racial.inequalities are prima facie evi-” 
dence of racial discrimination. The latest 
instance of this is a multi-million pound 
propaganda campaign to persuade more 
people into the armed services because 
blacks and Asians are” under-represented” . 
Rarely can any organisation have been so 
successful in convincing the rest of society 
of the validity of its key assumption. Yet 
the whole. notion of racial equality of out- 
come is manifestly bogus. 


“The CRE is exercising its 
right to free association, 
whilst ignoring . . . the 

principle of racial equality.” 


In the first place diversity of outcome 
in socioeconomic matters, not equality of 
outcome, is the norm in all free societies. 
Secondly, jobs do not “represent” this or 
that group, however that group is defined : 
appointment and promotion are, or ought 
to be, decided on the sole basis of indi- 
vidual merit. Thirdly, there is clear evi- 
dence that, offered the same opportunities, 
groups tend to make systematically differ- 
ent choices, so that different groups excel 
in some areas, and do less well in others. 
What is more, there is increasing evidence 


that Britain’s ethnic minorities are “over- 
represented” in an increasing number of 
areas, eg the sensational success of Afro- 
Caribbeans in high-status sports, and the 
disproportionate success of British-Chinese 
families in producing workers in the pro- 
fessions. Curiously, the CRE is only ever 
concerned about situations where the eth- 
nic minorities are “under-represented”, but 
turns a blind eye to those situations where 
they are “over-represented”. 

All these things - obvious to anyone 
who is not prepared to be intimidated by 
the anti-racist apparatchiks — serve not merely 
to undermine the CRE obsession with 
racial equality: they effectively destroy it. 

But the greatest lacuna in the CRE’s 
racial equality argument is its own spec- 
tacular violation of this self-same princi- 
ple. Whilst it insists, via its own Code of 
Practice and relentless propaganda, that 
other employers must be committed to 
racial equality of outcome, it, itself, as an 
employer of 200 people, can ignore it, and 
to a quite spectacular extent. In its Annual 
Report for 1994 the CRE printed a detailed 
table which shows quite glaringly evidence 
of its own inconsistency: over 70 per cent 
of its staff are from the ethnic minorities, 
whilst the target population is about six per 
cent. That is, the ethnic minorities are 
“over-represented” by a factor of about 
twelve. What is more thirteen of the CRE’s 
fifteen commissioners come from the eth- 
nic minorities. And from 1995 to 1997 the 
number of white staff actually declined. 
So after twenty years of its existence the 
CRE provides overwhelming evidence of 
its own inability to practice what it preaches. 

In an article in the CRE journal Con- 
nections (Autumn 1997) Sukhdev Sharma, 
executive director, states, “It is because 
the CRE is a fair employer, because it 
recruits people on merit, that it attracts and 
employs people from many ethnic back- 
grounds who want to use their skills and 
experience in furthering the CRE’s aims”. 
In other words being a “fair employer” is 
entirely compatible with unequal racial 
outcomes - but only when the employer is 
the CRE. The reverse applies to other 
employers. 

What is happening here, of course, is 
that the CRE is exercising its right to free 
association, whilst steadfastly ignoring its 
commitment to the principle of racial equal- 
ity. If it applied to itself what it seeks to 
impose on others, the vast majority of its 
employees would be white. How can the 
CRE, with its rag-bag of bogus arguments 
and its inability to apply its fundamental 
belief to itself, avoid generating resent- 
ment? How can it ever hope to gain public 
credibility? I am tempted to ask why the 
CRE’s own commissioners have failed to 
order an enquiry into the CRE’s employ- 
ment policies. But would it not be more to 
the point to see the thing completely 
abolished? Q 
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illiam Hague has been talking a lot 
Wie about a ‘Fresh Future’ for 
the Conservative Party. ‘Fresh Future’ was 
the slogan for Hague’s leadership cam- 
paign and is the title of the document he has 
published setting out his ideas on party 
reorganisation. The Tory election massa- 
cre has persuaded him that major changes 
are needed to win back the public, so... the 
torch of freedom will be dropped. Brilliant. 
While the rest of us naively assumed the 
public had objected to the party’s record in 
office, Hague saw the result was caused by 
having the wrong logo. With this sort of 
inspirational leadership I simply cannot 
understand why the Tories are still more 
than 20 points behind Labour in the polls. 

Not being a management consultant I 
hesitate to give advice to one so qualified, 
but perhaps I might suggest that what the 
Tory party needs are some ‘Major’ changes, 
dropping those shadow cabinet members 
responsible for last May’s defeat. A fresh 
future needs fresh faces, not the same 
reviled politicians for whom the public 
showed such contempt last May. To be fair, 
they are not all hated; some aren’t known 
well enough to be hated yet. The satirical 
television show Friday Night Armistice re- 
cently offered a studio audience money if 
they could recognise photographs of Shadow 
Cabinet Ministers. Only one person was 
successful. A sad indictment on a wasted 
year. What is needed is a major infusion of 
fresh new faces, keen new Shadow Cabinet 
members who will be active and who will 
excite the interest of both media and public. 

So who should go? Brian Mawhinney 
has decided to jump before being pushed. 
He was utterly invisible and troubled Jack 
Straw not one jot. Think of all the punches 
which the Tories could be landing on Labour 
on the subject of immigration and the 
benefit parasites flooding our shores. But 
he was not alone in being completely inef- 
fectual. At a time of massive controversy 
over the banning of beef on the bone and 
over the countryside, who is the Shadow 
Agriculture Spokesman? Or the Shadow 
Environment Spokesman? Why have these 
invisible men not been on our televisions 
and radios and in the papers denouncing 
Jack Cunningham’s arrogant and nannying 
policies? Or John Prescott’s despoilation of 
our green and pleasant land? Michael Jack 
and Norman Fowler - for they are the 
guilty men - must surely go. 

While Iain Duncan-Smith has been get- 
ting stuck in at Social Security, other 
‘Shadow spokesmen’ have laid greater 
emphasis on the first part of their title than 
the second. The Times recently declared 
that “Lord Lucan has had a higher profile 
than Stephen Dorrell”. Why did Dorrell 
(Education, in case you’re wondering) not 
ask any written questions for six months? 
Even the Liberal Phil Willis managed to ask 
20. When it comes to inviting targets how- 
ever, what could be better than Labour’s 





It’s time to drop the Major failures 


The Tories need to cut out the dead wood and promote fresh talent, if 
they are to regain public support, argues George Warwick. 





failure to reduce hospital waiting lists? This 
was one of their main electoral pledges, but 
so far waiting lists have gone remorselessly 
up since they came to power. And the Tory 
spokesman? Give up? John Maples. 

Who should Hague appoint to replace 
these invisible men? Two, obvious candi- 
dates from the 1997 intake are Oliver 
Letwin and John Bercow. As a former 
special adviser to Keith Joseph at Educa- 
tion, Letwin would be ideal to shadow that 
department. John Bercow has already started 
to make a name for himself even though just 
a backbencher, and anyone with the gump- 
tion to hire a helicopter in order to get toa 
candidate selection meeting on time has got 
the dynamism so sadly lacking from the 
shadow cabinet today. Another MP elected 
last year (although he had been an MP 
previously) is Gerald Howarth, who, as a 
former ‘No Turning Back’ group and Mon- 


Ideal 

for the 
Treasury - 
“the one 
real star of 


the shadow 
cabinet: 
John 
Redwood” 





+ 

day Club member, would make a good 
shadow for Jack Straw at the Home Office. 
This job could equally go to David Maclean, 
who was an excellent Minister of State at 
the Home Office in the last government. 
There are other new faces from the last 
election who should be given a chance to 
prove themselves: men like Andrew Lansley 
(a former director of the Conservative 
Research Department and private secretary 
to Norman Tebbit), Laurence Robertson (a 
supporter of of the Conservative 2000 Foun- 
dation), Desmond Swayne (a former teacher 
who was also a Monday Club member: 
there cannot be many such sensible teach- 
ers around), or Howard Flight (who, as a 
director of his own company, knows a thing 
or two about the problems faced by the 
business world - no wonder he opposes the 
single currency). 

Hague should also now promote some 
of the Tory MPs who were sidelined by 
John Major: men like Bill Cash, who is 
talented, principled and clear-thinking. Cash 


would be excellent covering the Depart- 
ment for Culture, Media and Sport (replac- 
ing the ineffectual Francis Maude). At 
Agriculture who would be better than An- 
drew Hunter, who, as a member of the 
National Farmer’s Union and the British 
Field Sports Society, actually knows about 
farming and the countryside. What a nov- 
elty! 

Health has always been a tricky one for 
the Tories. Although this is more a problem 
of perception than policy, perception is 
what counts in politics. So what the Tories 
need here is someone who is reassuring, 
knowledgeable, and* who genuinely cares 
about this issue. Step forward Dr Liam 
Fox, currently sidelined (but still shining) 
as a junior at Constitutional Affairs. As a 
former GP and surgeon, and as a prize- 
winning public speaker, here is talent that 
Major criminally allowed to go to waste. 
And as one of the few other Tory MPs to 
actually admit an interest in Health, the 
indefatigable David Amess would be an 
ideal colleague. Charles Wardle, who re- 
signed from the last government over its 
failure to defend Britain’s immigration con- 
trols, would be an ideal replacement at 
Foreign Affairs, as would David Davis 
who struggled so manfully to maintain a 
semblance of Euro-realism whilst Malcolm 
Rifkind’s deputy at the Foreign & Com- 
monwealth Office. 

While Peter Lilley is too intelligent and 
valuable to be sidelined, he is unfortunately 
not hard-hitting enough to make a dent 
against Gordon Brown at the Treasury. A 
more suitable appointment would be as 
Conservative Party Chairman, and given 
direct responsiblity over the Political Cen- 
tre, the Research Department and the Can- 
didates List. The current fragmentation of 
these responsibilities is a recipe for failure 
- as history has proved only too clearly. 
Replacing Peter Lilley should be the one 
real star of the shadow cabinet: John Red- 
wood. His energy and effectiveness against 
Lord Simon and Margaret Beckett shame 
his colleagues and are a permanent re- 
minder of what might have been had he 
only been elected leader. Give him the 
shadow Treasury job (with David Heathcoat- 
Amory, who has a genuine interest in 
industry taking over the Trade and Industry 
portfolio) and the Tories will destroy 
Labour’s softly, softly approach to impos- 
ing the single currency. 

A whispering campaign has already 
begun against Hague’s advisers. Hague 
needs to reshuffle his Shadow Cabinet 
quickly, before the party begins to wonder 
whether to reshuffle its leader. Q 
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Euro-sceptical ruminations 





Derek Turner talks to Dr Martin Holmes, Co-Chairman of the Bruges Group 





What drives the rush towards European integration? 

| think there are three reasons. First, Franco-German recon- 
ciliation. Secondly, France and Germany wanted a customs 
union and to retain the mercantilist economies of the conti- 
nent at a time when globalism was triumphing, with GATT 
and the IMF. Thirdly, they wanted to create a strong, united 
Europe, politically powerful, which would ultimately be a 
superpower to rival either the Soviets or the Americans. They 
resented the fact that their continent was divided and that it 
was the theatre of the Cold War. Although they accepted 
Marshall Aid and, later, NATO membership, they were hop- 
ing that they could one day establish a political entity that 
could counter either superpower. | think these objectives are 
the same today. 


What is so important about the Amsterdam Treaty? 
Amsterdam extends co-decision and qualified majority vot- 
ing (QMV). Although Amsterdam extends QMV by only 16 
instances, while Maastricht extends it by 111, the areas are 
all such important areas as immigration and home affairs. 
Amsterdam also makes provision for 29 extensions of 
co-decision. 


There is much talk of the possible dangers of a new EU 
system called corpus juris, which appears to threaten 
such British traditions as habeas corpus and trial by jury. 
What exactly is meant by corpus juris? 

As | understand it, harmonisation of criminal justice will 
follow on from harmonisation of law relating to commerce 
and trade. The modus operandi of the European Court of 
Justice has been that European law takes precedence over 
the laws of Member States. When the South West Trains 
lesbian case went to Europe, it invalidated the whole concept 
of British law being made by the British parliament and 
interpreted solely by British courts. The wider philosophical 
question is this. In the continental model of the state, from 
Louis XIV through Bismarckian Germany and Italian unifica- 
tion up until fascism, and which is recreated in the European 
Community, there is a strong executive. The bureacracy is a 
weapon of executive power, and the law courts are exten- 
sions of executive power. There is no tradition of an 
independent judiciary and no tradition of juries. Very often 
the prosecutor and judge are the same person! That is 
completely alien to our concept of law, the development of 
common law, to jury trial and to our liberties — which are 
guaranteed by statute and our Bill of Rights. | would be very 
worried about any encroachment onto these ancient 
liberties. 

Has the 155 German economists’ letter to Helmut Kohl 
done any good? 

There is a general reluctance to break ranks from within the 
very tightly-knit German elite, so all credit to the 155 — and 
to those Germans, particularly Manfred Brunner, who are 
using their own constitutional courts to show the discrep- 
ancy between Germany’s constitutional freedoms and the 
loss of those freedoms as a consequence of EMU. But the 
Kohl government is going to carry on nevertheless. The 
biggest problem sceptics face in Germany is that the Social 
Democrats take the same position on the EU as the CDU. 
One of the paradoxes about Germany is that, because of the 
role that business played in the rise of Hitler, the post-war 
business elite is not all that powerful, nor all that vocal. The 
Bundesbank is strong, but that is because of its independ- 
ence.and its constitutional role. The business elite ‘simply 
tends to go along with received wisdom. The civil service, 


the media and even academics are all more influential. 

| always thought that EMU would happen. To set up a 
currency all you need is ink, paper, a printing press and the 
political will. So it will be set up — but | just don’t think it’s 
going to work. 


What are the chances for British Euro-sceptics if there 
is a referendum? 
Assuming that the single currency goes ahead on time and 
that Europe is not an optimal currency area, there will be no 
fall in unemployment, although that’s how it’s being sold to 
ordinary voters. Thus there may be a period of disillusion- 
ment on the continent. Fears that the single currency will be 
more like a Euro-lira than a Euro-mark may be realised. The 
Swiss franc, the yen, the dollar and sterling might appreciate 
against it. In those circumstances no British government will 
want to give up the pound. But if it d/d give up the pound for 
political reasons, and there was a referendum, | think it would 
be much closer than in 1975. There is everything to play for. 
But we would have a very difficult time, for two reasons. 
One is money. However much we raise, the State will be able 
to outspend us. It outspent us 13-1 in 1975 and it will do 
something similar again. The second problem is that EMU’s 
supporters are likely to campaign, in general terms, in this 
way: “If we don’t have the Euro, there will be no more Italian 
wine, no more holidays in Greece, no German footballers 
playing in the Premier League, Europe is our future, it’s for 
young people, to stick with the pound is fuddy-duddy, 
harking back to Empire, the days of the Raj and Queen 
Boadicea”. There will be a lot of black propaganda of this 
sort. What we will have to do is stress two obvious points: 
first, that we're going to lose our self-government, for which 
there has never been any appetite amongst ordinary people. 
Even those who do favour integration do so for purely 
economic reasons. Secondly, we must emphasise the many 
economic drawbacks, such as the threat to jobs and the 
problems for mortagagees — when interest rates are set by a 
continental bank, a “one size fits all” interest rate could 
create mortgage misery on a wide scale. 


What are the strengths and weaknesses of the British 
Euro-sceptic movement? What areas need the most 
work? 

One of our advantages is that we are running with the grain 
of the people. Ordinary people, even if not interested in 
politics, are instinctively with us. That innate scepticism is 
our greatest advantage. Also, the press has come around in 
part to Euro-scepticism. Our greatest weakness is that the 
British elite sees Europe as a substitute Empire, as economic 
panacea and as a form of modernity. 

| tend to the view that strength is to be found in diversity. 
Monolithic organisations are not necessarily better. As it is, 
Tory and Labour Euro-sceptics can act in concert. With a 
monolithic organisation, to which everybody is subordinate, 
then you are all sunk if the organisation makes a pig’s ear of 
it. We should have lots of small platoons fighting lots of 
guerilla actions on different levels. 

We need to counter the huge spending by the EU on 
propaganda in schools. Whenever | go to sixth year schools, 
| see evidence of EU spending — even down to plastic bags, 
free maps and umbrellas. Even that kind of propaganda has a 
drip-drip effect, | suspect. We could work harder at that level. 
There’s also work to be done within the trade union move- 
ment, although John Mills [Head of the Labour Euro-Safe- 
guards campaign - Ed.] is doing a terrific job. 
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Do you have any reflections on the death of Enoch 
Powell? 

Enoch was absolutely right on Europe. Powell was the first 
man, apart from Hugh Gaitskell, to take seriously the issue of 
sovereignty. | remember Enoch saying that Heath was the 
intellectual successor to Cardinal Wolsey, by which he 
meant that it was Thomas Cromwell and the Act of Su- 
premacy which established the principle that the British are 
governed by the laws made by their own parliament and by 
no other laws. That is the principle that links the ballot box 
and the statute book, a point recently made by Tony Benn. 
The 1972 European Communities 
Act broke that link, and reverts to 
the time before the Act of 
Supremacy, when Britain could be 
subordinated to a continental 
jurisdiction and was liable to Conti- 
nental taxes and penalties. 


Can you tell us a little about the 
foundation of the Bruges Group 
and your activities? 

The Bruges Group is Britain’s lead- 
ing Euro-sceptical think tank. We 
were established in February 1989, 
following Mrs Thatcher’s seminal 
Bruges speech in September 1988. 
We have always campaigned 
essentially on the basis of that 
speech, which favoured co-opera- 
tion with the countries of Europe, 
widening Europe as a free trade 
area, being open to the rest of the 
world, being GATT- and WTO- 
consistent, and co-operation on the 
basis of intergovernmentalism - not 
a centralised superstate, which has 
been the objective of European 
integration since the 1950s. The 
wisdom of the Bruges speech is 
timeless. 

The original idea of the Group 
was that of Patrick Robertson, a 
student at Keble College, Oxford, 
who gave up his undergraduate 
career to become the Group’s first 
secretary. At the Group’s inaugural 
meeting, which took place at the 
Reform Club in February 1989, the 
four speakers were Patrick 
Robertson, Lord Harris of High Cross, 
who became the first Chairman, 
Norman Stone and myself. From 
the start we sought to recruit as 
many academics as we could. We 
wanted, and want, to prepare the 
ground intellectually for a change in 
the policies of the elite — to estab- 
lish Euroscepticism as intellectually 
watertight so that those who hold a different view are 
automatically on the defensive. We hope that then the elite 
will follow along. | think that William Hague has started that 
process and we’re very encouraged. We want to do for 
Europe what the IEA has done for economics, but the 
difference is that the IEA had twenty-two years before Mrs 
Thatcher came to power, whereas within a couple of years of 
our foundation, there was the Maastricht Treaty, the Amster- 
dam Treaty, the horror of the ERM, the Major leadership and 
the turmoil it created within the Tory Party, the haemhorraging 
of Tory support — a very disappointing and bloody period. 

We have about one meeting a month up until July. We 
take August off and then resume our meetings in September. 
We also have an all-day annual conference at King’s College 
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in London. We also publish about half a dozen Occasional 
Papers a year, some of which are new publications, while 
other are compilations. For example, | had the idea a few 
years ago of putting together the late AJP Taylor’s articles on 
Europe, which are as fresh today as when they were written 
in 1962. That received quite considerable attention. We will 
shortly be publishing a pamphlet on monetary union by 
Burkitt and Bainbridge of Bradford University. We have also 
just put together a collection of my book reviews from 1991- 
97 on European topics, which appeared in such places as the 
Financial Times, Eurofacts and the Times Higher Educational 
Supplement. 


Have you always been a Euro- 
sceptic? How would you describe 
your philosophy? 

| voted No in 1975. | was a student 
at the time, and found myself in 
pretty strange company, as most 
other No-voting students were ei- 
ther Greens or Marxists. | was one of 
relatively few Tories who took the 
Powellite line on Europe, and I’m 
very proud to have voted No. 

I’m a High Tory in constitutional 
matters. That’s one of the reaons 
I’m a Euro-sceptic, of course. We 
should only be ruled by our own 
parliament. We need to respect the 
great success of our evolutionary 
parliamentary democracy, which has 
given us 300 years of peace and 
freedom. We have always had a 
greater degree of freedom than on 
the Continent. | didn’t like the Anglo- 
Irish Agreement and | don’t like ne- 
gotiating with terrorists. Northern 
Ireland should be fully integrated into 
the UK, as the majority of its citizens 
desire. On economics, |’m broadly 
classical liberal, but in the modern 
age classical liberalism needs to be 
supplemented by a welfare state for 
those who can’t look after them- 
selves. There is much scope for wel- 
fare reform, though — we need to do 
something about our present, blun- 
derbuss-like approach, whereby 
money is often indiscriminately dis- 
tributed. On social matters, | tend to 
be liberal, even libertarian. I’m as 
much against regulating the bedroom 
as against regulating the economy. 

I'd like to live to see us out of 
Europe. | don’t know whether | will, 
which is why | am sometimes re- 
garded as pessimistic on this. My 
thinking is that the lifespan of the 
European Union will be similar to 
that of the Soviet Union, around 70 years. If you start with 
the Treaty of Rome in 1957, 70 years takes us into the 
2020s. People in eastern Europe used to hope they would 
live to see communism perish and the Bolsheviks cast into 
the dustbin of history. | feel exactly the same way about the 
European Union. Q 


The Bruges Group can be contacted at: 


Suite 216, The Linen Hall, 162-168 Regent Street, 
London, W1R 5TB. 

Telephone: (0171) 287 4414 

Facsimile: (0171) 287 5522 

E-mail: jonathan@bruges.demon.co.uk 
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Our light still, amidst the gloom 


Jason Roberston salutes J Enoch Powell 





<i> 


ye know when a political genius has 
appeared in modern Britain because 
the careerists conspire against him; and 
you know when a prophet has made his 
mortal departure from this country by the 
dishonourable daubing of his memorial. 

One Observer ink-squirt described this 
prize-winning Fellow of Trinity College as 
a “hopeless dunce”; BBC2 clowns joked 
about his dying gasp; Labour London’s 
mayoral favourite suggested that he sought 
thuggery against as many Afro-Asian 
families as possible and the Oscar Wilde 
of fin-de-siécle “conservatism” used an 
entire half-page of the Telegraph to speak 
ill of the statesman now unable to reply, 
congratulating Ted Heath for keeping such 
an inveterate enemy of “true” Toryism 
from high office! 

As a warden of the Parliamentary 
church beside Westminster Abbey, Mr 
Powell rested before burial in the tiny 
chapel of St Faith, a martyr revered by 
soldiers and pilgrims, appropriately near 
Poet’s Corner. This private entitlement of 
a fellow-communicant promptly provoked 
several prelates into a sanctimonious rending 
of the purple petticoats - but not because 
they had refuted, or even bothered to read, 











his final masterpiece of Greek and Hebrew 
scholarship on St Matthew’s Gospel, and 
objected to any devastating heretical history. 
No, he had committed the one sin left to 
the ‘Church’ of ‘England’, its only 
unforgiveable blasphemy - he had dared to 
question the compulsory conversion of our 
Christian homeland into a multifaith 
mishmash, as is forbidden by the First 
Commandment, the New Testament and 
the Coronation Oath. He had himself long 
ago demolished clerical criticism in writ- 
ings like No Easy Answers, and Simon 
Heffer’s definitive biography will analyse 
other distortions of his views and actions. 
Worth noting here, however, is the decent 
dissent from the creeps’ chorus by the 
estimable Chairman of the Association of 
Black Clergy: “Powell was not a single 
subject person and served his country well. 
Each person stands before God as an equal 
and deserves the same level of love”. 

He was indeed a man of many interests, 
from DIY and foxhunting to Urdu literature 
and Anglican liturgy, and of superlative 
achievements which both expressed and 
exceeded that rare synthesis of classical 
precision and romantic patriotism which 
impelled him to return from his Australian 


professorship in 1939 to fight for the land 
of his fathers - and then rapidly rise from 
private to brigadier. His prolific output 
included studies of ancient papyri and Welsh 
literature, Herodotus and Joe Chamber- 
lain, the Common Market and the House 
of Lords, exchange rates and tax reform. 

A Stetchford lad with an unmistakeable 
voice, he subordinated an austere, intense 
manner to an astute, incisive mind. 
Eventually he became the foremost orator 
inside and outside a House of Commons 
which he respected more than perhaps the 
institution, and certainly the many traitors, 
trucklers and trimmers ensconced within 
nowadays, deserved. He served Wolver- 
hampton SW from 1950 to 1974, and South 
Down, Ulster, between 1974 and 1987, as 
an MP well known for attending to his 
constituents, whatever their complexion or 
denomination, as meticulously as he 
analysed his manuscripts. 

He demonstrated his competence, 
sensitivity and practical initiative in 
government as Health Minister (1960-63). 
Conservative Party fears of losing the 1970 
election panicked its controllers into secret 
fixing to forestall his “take over” of the 
leadership. He was a free-enterprise and 
sound-money ideologist and to some degree 
a mentor of the influential economic 
“revolution” named after Lady Thatcher. 
A loner of sorts, but no ivory tower recluse, 
he emerged as the outstanding champion 
of British unity and self-government in 
dispute with Dublin and in battle against 
Brussels. 

Yet for friend and foe alike, his active 
nationalism was publicly exemplified above 
all by his vigorous and sustained advocacy 
of firmer immigration controls and of. 
developing the state-subsidised voluntary 
repatriation programmes once embryonic 
in Tory Party policy. 

In 1960, the respected race relations 
expert, Philip Mason, had warned that if 
coloured immigration continued beyond 
2% of the population at its current massive 
rate, amid unemployment, tension might 
lead to riots and worse. In 1968, Powell, 
who had written in vain on the disturbing 
Statistics over preceeding years, achieved 
a breakthrough with a dramatic speech 
which quoted ‘host’ concerns and con- 
demned government inaction. He never 
hinted at a bloodbath of immigrants, of 
course, but again proposed constructive 
measures both to avert ethnic frictions 
here and to benefit countries of origin. 
Now, in 1998, our island domain not only 
contains a Third World settlement estimated 
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at 7%, and still rising, legally and illegally, 
but is progressivly subjected to Runnymede 
Trust “multiculturalism” and institutional- 
ised Campaign for Racial Equality “anti- 
racism” - a precise justification of at least 
Powell’s “funeral pyre” image, although 
the Blair régime has still to light the match. 

Three-quarters of the British people 
expressed support for that great speech. 
However, Heath wanted Powell outside 
the Shadow Cabinet, and shadow “liber- 
als” wanted him inside a prison cell. A 
novel was published about his assassina- 
tion, actually in due course a daily danger 
from Sinn Fein’s car-bomb wing. He was 
blamed for an alleged temporary increase 
in harassment, but could hardly be held 
responsible at all for the subsequent under- 
publicised clashes among the minority 
communities themselves, still less the black 
“uprisings” at Brixton and elsewhere on 
which Lady Thatcher comments sensibly, 
if discreetly, in her memoirs. But for his 
newsworthy intervention, we might never 
have had the current entry regulations which 
the Hoggs and the Moggs belatedly con- 
ceded were needed, although they too have 
proven inadequate and weakly enforced. 

In 1969, Powell said he would wel- 
come relatively small streams of “other 
traditions and races” into the particular 
UK amalgam, but not great ones, though 
exact qualification was impossible. It was 
not, therefore, a matter of politeness to- 
wards a few Commonwealth ex-service- 
men looking for short-term contracts just 
after the war, nor of refusing planning 
permission to chow mein takeways. In his 
word, it is a consideration, amongst oth- 
ers, of whether it is acceptable that huge 
areas “should become part of the West 
Indies or of the Punjab”. We may add 
there is no “general jollification” in a 
“solution” that entails officially brainwash- 
ing future generations out of their histori- 
cal identity at school. 

World history has shown that ethnic 
pluralism inside state boundaries can cause 
as much trouble as boundary conflict be- 
tween ethnic states, and native-born Eng- 
lishmen are as entitled as anyone else to 
complain if such troubles are forced un- 
necessarily upon their own homeland. To 
deny this amounts to saying that there is no 
right to object to internal tyranny, external 
invasion or alien occupation, let alone a 
combination of them. Population disper- 
sals have been a consequence as well as a 
cause of much misery; nearly 50 million 
people are presently uprooted around the 
globe, although over 11 million (according 
to United Nations High Commission of 
Refugees data) have been returned to their 
ancestral homelands between 1975 and 
1997. 

Despite all the propaganda to the con- 
trary, an extensive nationwide opinion poll 
in 1986 indicated that well over half the 
population were prepared to say that immi- 


gration had been harmful and should be 
stopped, and that voluntary repatriation 
policies were desirable, and support for 
assisted resettlement was sporadically 
voiced then and has been since by many 
within the ethnic minority communities 
themselves. The issue still awaits proper 
investigation for those unwilling to assimi- 
late at all. As always, the problem lies not 
with the law-abiding and well-intentioned 
foreign families but with white ideologues 
with psychological problems or a vested 
interest in enforcing “multiculturalism” 
upon the helpless populace. 

Powell did not have a funeral of the 
kind accorded to media fabrications like 
Grace Archer or Father Ted. Outside the 
church was a red, white and blue posy with 
the message: “You were right, Enoch: the 
country is now going to the dogs. Ninety 
percent of the people I know say that you 


should have been PM”. All over the coun- 
try, “Enoch was right” remains the con- 
versational password to the same shared 
inner thoughts of millions which still cry 
out for political expression. 

He once let slip that he would like to 
have been killed in the war. Well, in a 
way, that is how we shall remember him, 
for a Cold War of national survival goes 
on. Now that our chief resistance hero, 
who never for a moment surrendered dur- 
ing his final crippling illness, has fallen 
silent, all the rest of us must speak up and 
speak out, inspired by his unique example 
and fully armed with his unanswerable 
arguments. 

Let us also invoke his indomitable spirit: 
“Lead, kindly light amid the encircling 
gloom...till the night has gone” . Q 


Jason Robertson writes from Norfolk 


THE FLAME STILL BURNS 


John Bull recalls some of Enoch Powell’s speeches, which so 
captured the imagination of the British people 


What made Enoch Powell so loved by the mass of the British people was his ability 
to understand their hopes and their fears, and his willingness to express these 
thoughts with all the clarity and forcefulness with which he was so gifted. He was 
never a natural politician; he was too honest and principled to achieve success in 
that profession, but his understanding of economics and particularly his apprecia- 
tion of the dangers of immigration and European economic and political union attest. 
to the lucidity of his thinking. 

I recently re-read some of his speeches from 30 years ago, and they remain as 


’ valid today as they were then. On Europe, his dissection of the shibboleth that 


Britain would have a stronger voice in Europe, his differentiation between a free- 
trade union and an economic union and his warning that “a single currency means 
a single government” all still stand. In 1970 Powell said: “A single currency means 
a single government, and that single government would be the government whose 
policies determined every aspect of economic life. In the Common Market that 
government would not be a British government; it would be a continental 
government, and the British electorate would be a comparatively small minority of 
the electorate to which that government was responsible”. If only today’s pygmy 
Tory politicians could understand this. 

On immigration, Powell was accused by some of ‘racism’ but like us he was just 
aghast at what was becoming of Britain. During Powell’s campaign in the early 70s 
against entry into the Common Market the government tried to discredit him by 
insinuating that, as Minister of Health, he had encouraged coloured immigration in 
order to staff the NHS. Although this accusation was retracted and a public apology 
issued, some of his enemies have been trying it on ever since. In fact, Powell’s 
opposition to any further coloured immigration and his support for voluntary, 
assisted, repatriation was explicit: “In your town, in mine, in Wolverhampton, in 
Smethwick, in Birmingham, people see with their own eyes what they dread, the 
transformation during their lifetime or, if they are already old, during their 
children’s, of towns, cities and areas that they know into alien territory. What I have 
proved beyond a peradventure is that our fate in the future is not yet signed and sealed, 
or reversible only by heroic and revolutionary or inhuman policies which it would be 
unrealistic to demand or to expect. 

On the contrary, the two measures which I have shown to produce a startling 
alteration in the outlook are measures which most ordinary people would regard as 
eminently reasonable: the cessation of further immigration for the foreseeable 
future and the offer of assistance to any who genuinely and voluntarily wish to go 
home or go elsewhere... Let no one say: ‘There’s nothing I can do’. There is. There 
is something that everyone can do. It is to give Parliament and Government no peace 
or quarter until those simple and available actions are taken which hold the balance 
between hope and despair. Us, too, our children will not forgive if out of fear or 
indolence or dejection we betray them”. 
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From Viscount Massereene 

Enoch Powell was characterised by a 
combination of extreme intelligence, 
patriotism and integrity coupled with a 
formidable education, a combination found 
but rarely in men and almost never in 
politicians. Unfortunately, his integrity 
was such that he never reached the top 
of the “greasy pole”, as deviouness was 
not in his nature and it must be remem- 
bered that his Prime Minister at the time 
of his resignation was not only devious, 
but a covert traitor as well. 

He is perhaps best known for his 
“rivers of blood” speech, but it must be 
realised that he had no animosity what- 
ever towards either blacks or Indians. He 
was merely pointing out that they did not 
belong here and that their ever increasing 
numbers would create social strains and 
eventually alter irrevocably the British 
character. 

We have indeed all lost a great man in 
every sense of the word. 

Viscount Massereene and Ferrard 
is a patron of Right Now! 


From Lord Sudeley 
Enoch Powell is so well known for his 
celebrated speech on immigration which 
disturbed some of his colleagues in the 
Tory Party that the full range of his 
activities in other areas is somewhat over- 
looked, especially as a distinguished 
antiquarian. It was his original intention 
to write a full history of the House of 
Lords up to this century. This is a neces- 
sary undertaking, because with most of 
our history having been written by Whigs 
absorbed by the increasing ascendancy 
of the House of Commons, the House of 
Lords has been overlooked as an impor- 
tant institution in its own right. Over- 
whelmed by other commitments, Powell 
had to stop at the end of the Middle 
Ages, but his work certainly deserves 
continuation. 
Lord Sudeley, FSA 
is a patron of Right Now! 


From Lord Monson 

Enoch Powell's professorial unworldliness 
has been well documented. He brilliantly 
second-guessed Rommel in the desert 
campaign — hence his unprecedentedly 
rapid promotions — but rarely managed to 
brew tea or steer an army truck without 
mishap. Decades later he was astonished 
to discover that shirts could actually be 
bought with collars attached. 

Less widely recognised was his occa- 
sional unexpected innocence in matters 
political. One day in the late 1970s | was 
discussing Ulster affairs with him and a 
few colleagues. The Callaghan govern- 
ment, in dire straits and anxious to secure 
temporary allies, were offering the North- 
ern Irish fairer representation at Westmin- 
ster: 17 seats instead of 12, which would 
belatedly rectify Edward Heath’s failure 
to act after the dissolution of Stormont. 
This. still left the province under-repre- 
sented compared with Scotland, and the 
Unionists were hesitant, wondering 
whether an imminent and almost cer- 
tainly Tory incoming administration might 


An encomium 
on Enoch — 


“There, like the wind through 
woods in riot, 

Through him the gale of life 
blew high” 


(A Shropshire Lad) 


Right Now! asked a wide 
range of public figures - 
politicians, peers, academics, 
writers and broadcasters - 
for their remembrances of 
Enoch Powell. 


This is their reply. 





not offer a better deal. “Grab it while you 
can” | ventured. “Really? Why?” queried 
Enoch sharply. | was disconcerted: even 
to a backbench peer, the reason seemed 
so starkly obvious. “Because you cannot 
trust the Tories an inch over Ulster” | 
replied. Powell looked as if he had been 
slapped in the face. Finally he exhaled a 
morose “Ah!”. 

Intellectually, and: with his enormous 
experience of politics and government, 
he must have fully shared my apprehen- 
sions, later confirmed all too vividly by 
the Anglo-Irish Agreement. Emotionally, 
though, he found it nigh impossible to 
accept that the once-traditional patriot- 
ism of the Tory party, still his spiritual if 
no longer official political home, had 
ceased to embrace the whole United 
Kingdom. 

Lord Monson is an Independent peer 


From Lord Biffen 
There is already a rich folklore concerning 
the personal character and political views 
of Enoch Powell. Historians will make a 
rich harvest from this material. Powell, 
however, was not an unbending politi- 
cian like some latter-day Gladstone. His 
great tactical charge was to decide that 
the days of empire were over and the 
days of nation should be rediscovered. It 
is tantalising to muse whether he would 
have decided that the United Kingdom 
could not bind its component nations, if 
devolution was a botched device and a 
sharper nationhood was needed. It would 
have been a political leap, but not with- 

out character. 

Lord Biffen of Tanat, DL was 
Conservative MP for Shropshire North, 
1983-1997 


From Lord Harris 
What a happy chance that Enoch Powell 
resigned from Macmillan’s government in 
1958, barely 12 months after the launch- 
ing of the Institute of Economic Affairs! 
Within a couple of years he had written 
the IEA’s Saving in a Free Society, and 
swiftly emerged as the leading political 
champion of the market economy. 
When, in 1968, | wrote expressing 
disapproval of his “illiberal” attack on 
immigration, he replied by return with a 
two page, handwritten letter. From offi- 
cial figures, he revealed that two million 
who might claim entitlement to enter 
Britain included “most significantly 
80,000-100,000 South Yemenis!” We 
never wasted time discussing that topic 
again! 
Lord Harris of High Cross was one of 
the founders of the Institute of 
Economce Affairs 


From Lord Molyneaux 
Soon after the 1972 vote on the Com- 
mon Market and the abolition of Stormont, 
Enoch came to me and opened the dis- 
cussion thus — “You and | know that a 
man can exist in this place only if he has 
a cause for which to fight. We have lost 
the first round on Europe but Ulster is a 
cause of equal importance. | want you to 
know that | am at your service in what 
will be a long struggle”. The Ulster Union- 
ist Party welcomed his offer and two 
years later he was unanimously invited to 
stand for South Down. He never wavered 
in his dedication to the integrity of the 

United Kingdom. 

Lord Molyneaux of Killead, KBE, was 
leader of The Ulster Unionist Party, 
1979-1995 


From Sir Richard Body 

Entering Parliament, one can choose a 
political life or a political career;. one 
affords influence, the other, if fortune 
favours, office and its power. Not 
favoured by fortune, Enoch was denied 
the high office he deserved, but he had 
influence on a scale no other politician 
has had in this century. 

His words are imperishable. His 
speeches will be read as literature. Not 
even Cicero, the greatest of all orators, 
left behind such a body of ideas on 
almost all aspects of political thought. 
They have guided and inspired us. In 
return it is for us to make sure we keep 
alive the message he gave us and pass it 
down to future generations that they, 
too, may be guided and inspired. 

Sir Richard Body is Conservative MP for 
Boston and Skegness 


From Sir Teddy Taylor 
| had a great regard for him, probably we 
both shared the same fault of finding it 
difficult to work within a Committee, 
although he certainly had more impact 
than | could ever have. 

| well remember his visit to a dinner in 
my constituency. The audience had very 
strong feelings about the EU and 
expected him to talk about this, but 
instead he talked only about Lebanon and 
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appeared to argue that this was the 
greatest problem facing the world. The 
audience clapped vigorously because they 
liked him, although | think they were 
rather confused. 

He stayed at my home overnight and 
| took him around Glasgow, which seemed 
to interest him enormously because of 
the number of historic buildings. When 
we returned home after lunch | asked if 
there was anything he would like to do. 
He suddenly advised me that he simply 
had to go and visit a graveyard. As it 
happens, the Cathcart cemetery was 
nearby, a large cemetery with a huge 
number of enormous gravestones. We 
wandered about the cemetery and he 
seemed to find some of the old stones far 
more interesting than | ever had. How- 
ever, when we came to the large metal 
gates we found, to our horror, that they 
had been closed and locked and there 
was simply no way out. We had to climb 
over a wall which was about eight feet 
high, which involved considerable incon- 
venience and possible danger. However, 
eventually we got over the wall and 
Enoch, with that delightful smile, said to 
me: “What a wonderful headline that 
would make, Teddy - Enoch climbs out 
from the dead!” 

His greatest asset was that he was 
able to look at very complex issues and 
see problems in them that the average 
person would find rather difficult to iden- 
tify. His greatest problem was that he 
was misinterpreted and the impression 
given that he insinuated hatred. | can 
only say that in all my contacts with him 
that | never knew him to say a hostile 
word about any person. The warnings he 
gave the nation were ones we should 
wake up to. 

Sir Teddy Taylor is Conservative MP for 
Rochford and Southend East 


From Sir Alfred Sherman 

Why did Enoch Powell fail to reach the 
top? The answers must be found in Enoch 
himself no less than in circumstance. 
Paradoxically, the answer lies in his lack 
of politicianship and even disdain for 
practical politics. A turn of the century 
Zionist thinker, Ahad Haam, distinguished 
between Priests and Prophets. The 
prophet indicated new directions, while 
the priest organised and implemented the 
prophets visions. It is given to few enough 
to be either, and fewer still to be both. 
Enoch never quite made up his mind. His 
natural penchant was for the prophet. 
But this never worked in Britain. Here, the 
prophet must be his own priest, turning 
objectives into strategy and tactics, cam- 
paigning, mobilising supporters nation- 
ally and locally. 

It was a mistake for Enoch to resign 
over government expenditure and then 
sit quietly and submissively on the back 
benches. It would have been better to 
fight, first inside the government and 
then, if excluded, outside it, to create his 
own support. His misnamed “rivers of 
blood” speech was a disaster, raising the 
temperature instead of generating 
thought, although all that he said was 


true. A speech like that - although a 
lecture would have made more sense — 
should have been passed around to friends 
for comments first. As it was, his 
enemies exploited it against him. Once 
ousted from the shadow cabinet, he 
could have gone around organising a 
political counter-force, but making 
speeches was more congenial. 

He changed the course of events for 
the worse when he joined with lain Mcleod 
in opposing Lord Home’s nomination as 
Prime Minister. Had he and Mcleod agreed 
to serve under Home, the 1964 election 
would have been won, however nar- 
rowly. Home would have stayed in office 
as PM and Heath would never have suc- 
ceeded. 

In 1974, Enoch resigned his seat and 
advised the public to vote against the 
Tories on the grounds that the EEC was a 
major evil. This isolated logic from com- 
mon sense and ignored equally important 
considerations. First, that this would pre- 
clude Enoch’s chances of leadership after 
the flood, since for many Conservatives 
loyalty to the Party is a cardinal virtue 
and, in any case, would leave him in a 
weak position. Secondly, there was no 
reason to believe that Labour would be 
any better. Thirdly, the fight against 
Euromania was bound to be long and 
complex. As a result, when the Party 
wanted to get rid of Heath, they looked 
elsewhere. | worked hard to bring Enoch 
into the post-1975 ascendancy, includ- 
ing a long meeeting with Keith Joseph. | 
cannot be sure why we failed. | was 
never really sure whether he really ex- 
pected Margaret Thatcher to undertake 
to take Britain out of the EEC, or whether 
he was moved subsconsciously by con- 
cern over how he would fit into any 
arrangement. 

The accusation that his immigration 
speech was designed to win popularity is 


absurd and unfair. He never sought popu- . 


larity, but handed down his views. Had 
he sought popularity and politicked, he 
would have won power. 

Much new thinking is needed in British 
politics. Enoch’s contribution was inspir- 
ing. We must direct this inspiration and 
systematic thinking to address our new 
problems. 

Sir Alfred Sherman was 
co-founder, with Keith Joseph and 
Margaret Thatcher, of the Centre 
for Policy Studies 


From Norman Lamont 
Enoch Powell has been the greatest poli- 
tician of my lifetime. 

Part of his greatness lay in his intellec- 
tual fearlessness. Wherever logic led he 
was prepared to follow. Those who 
reviled him were usually the people who 
think that politics consists of following 
the will-o’-the-wisp of public opinion. 
Enoch Powell challenged the conventional 
wisdom on the nature of inflation, Europe, 
immigration and Ireland. He changed the 
climate on all these subjects and had 
immense influence on our times. He was 
a man with power though not in office. 

Enoch Powell was not just a rational- 


ist, but a deeply religious man, and a 

romantic with a profound sense that life 
has many inexplicable mysteries. 

The Rt Hon Norman Lamont 

was Chancellor of the Exehequer, 

1990-1993 


From The Reverend Martin Smyth 
Several snap shots convey aspects of 
Enoch Powell which many miss in their 
misunderstanding of one who was highly 
principled and a stranger to compromise. 
| drove Pam and him to Belfast on his first 
campaign in South Down. “Have you any 
guidance for me?” he enquired. “A lady 
journalist expressed the hope that you 
would not wear that Homburg” was my 
reply. He didn’t! A scholar, always willing 
to learn. 

Later we were asked to look after two 
children whose father was being hon- 
oured by Her Majesty. They joined us for 
lunch and immediately he was chatting 
to them like an old time friend. His love 
for children was clear. 

At an election meeting the Chairman 
called for two verses of the National 
Anthem. It was well sung and the Chair- 
man claimed it had never been done 
before. | advised that it was done regu- 
larly in Belfast but that there were three 
verses. To his amazement and edification 
Enoch supported me. He would like them 
to sing the second verse: “O Lord our 
God arise / Scatter her enemies / And 
make them fall; / Confound their politics, 
/ Frustrate their knavish tricks / On Thee 
our hopes we fix / God save us all”. He 
certainly had pride in his country but he 
was not a racist. 

Reverend W Martin Smyth 
is Ulster Unionist Party MP 
for Belfast South 


From Bill Cash 


The greatness of Enoch Powell turns on 
the accuracy of his judgements on funda- 
mental issues, his oratory. and his selfless 
and tenacious pursuit of the national 
interest. No one has proved more presci- 
ent on the European issue. Anyone who 
now reads his classic book, The Com- 
mon Market - Renegotiate or come out, 
published in 1973, should marvel at the 
quality of the analysis. It is difficult for us 
now to readily grasp that much of what 
he wrote and spoke about at that time 
was done without the texts, such as 
those of Maastricht and Amsterdam, with 
which we are now familiar. Such was his 
genius. It is important today, and particu- 
larly as we are gearing up for the referen- 
dum, to note that the title of his book 
was Renegotiate or come out. There are 
important lessons for us in this. A policy 
solidly aimed at coming out would not 
command the compliance of the elector- 
ate, but what can win the day is a clear 
and well-defined strategy of renegotia- 
tion. Enoch Powell knew what was and 
what remains at stake. We do well to 
read and act upon it. 
Bill Cash is editor of the 
European Journal, from which the 
above is extracted with permission, 
and Conservative MP for Stone 
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From Nicholas Budgen 
How formidable he could be te deal with! 
In October 1974 Powell was returned to 
the House of Commons as Member for 
Down South. In February 1974 | had 
been returned for Wolverhampton South 
West. During that general election, Powell 
had advised his former constituents to 
vote Labour. | spent the election ex- 
pressing my admiration for Powell but 
disagreeing with his advice. When he got 
back in, after about a month | thought 
that | ought to introduce myself. | went 
up to him in the Lobby and said: “Mr 
Powell, | am Budgen. | thought that | 
ought to introduce myself”. Long pause. 
| shrivelled to about six inches. “Thank 
you. | know who you are”. He walked 

briskly off. 

Nicholas Budgen was Conservative MP 
for Wolverhampton South West, 
1974-1997 


From Neil Hamilton 

Enoch Powell was my hero years before 
he seemed “to see the river Tiber foaming 
with much blood”. In 1965, as a school- 
boy, | was captivated by his first volume 
of speeches, A Nation Not Afraid. There | 
found the caparison of reason to cover 
my naked youthful prejudices. 

Enoch was an inspiration, but not a 
leader. Though he voiced an aspiration to 
the highest political office, | think he 
preferred to be a prophet or teacher rather 
than a king. 

In the House of Commons he was not 
clubbable or gregarious. His adhesion to 
principle was often politically self-destruc- 
tive. But he had the rare satisfaction of 
seeing even his political enemies ulti- 
mately adopt as conventional wisdom in 
the 1990s ideas which, when expounded 
in the 1960s, even his own party leaders 
had derided as antique madness. 

He left an indelible mark on our times 
and | count it the greatest privilege to 
have been his friend. 

Neil Hamilton was Conservative MP 
for Tatton, 1983 - 1997 


From Garry Bushell 

Enoch Powell was that rarest of men — an 
honest politician. He voiced legitimate 
popular fears about mass immigration 
without ever giving vent to bigotry. He 
stood by the loyal citizens of Ulster, 
defying the treacherous defeatism of smart 
opinion, and campaigned tirelessly against 
the destructive menace of the European 
Union. 

Powell wasn’t always right, but he 
was right to speak out. He had a unique 
ability to appeal directly to Joe Public. 
The political elite may have ostracised 
him but dockers and meat porters rallied 
to his stand. Modern battle fields have 
changed radically, but modern national- 
ists have much to learn from Powell’s 
experiences. 

His strengths were his logic and integ- 
rity; his weakness, his unwillingness to 
turn public support into political organisa- 
tion. Enoch “spent 30 years as a lone 
sniper when he could have built and led 
an irresistible grassroots movement. Yet 


there is no doubt that he was a giant in 
a Westminster populated by midgets. 
Today, when politics is limited to a choice 
between Tweedledum and Tweedle- 
dumber, Powell’s legacy of independ- 
ence must fire our efforts to maintain and 
reclaim British identity. 

Like Enoch, those of us involved in 
the new battle for Britain must build on 
foundation stones of logic and love, not 
hatred and malevolence. Our job is to 
encourage our people to rise and be a 
nation once again. 

Garry Bushell is a journalist 
and broadcaster 


From Ray Honeyford 

Enoch Powell’s predictions regarding un- 
precedented changes in the ethnic com- 
position of the British population were, 
essentially, correct - despite his detrac- 
tors’ attempts to suppress the truth. In 
my six years as the Head of a multiracial 
school in Bradford | saw the proportion of 
Asian children rise from 49% to 94%. In 
the schools of our capital city there are 
now more black and Asian than white 
children, which means that London is 
becoming another Washington. 

Mr Powell was not concerned with 
race — notwithstanding some of the dis- 
graceful things said about him, even as 
he lay dead — he was, justifiably, worried 
about numbers in relation to culture and 
social cohesion. 

Ray Honeyford is an educationalist and 
author 





From Richard Ritchie 

Why will Powell be remembered by his- 
tory? Because he was the last great 
parliamentarian. There has been nobody 
to equal him since, and there won’t be 
again, given Parliament's subservience to 
Brussels. Like Churchill, he would have 
wished to have remained an MP right up 
to his death. But he also felt he had no 
place in a parliament bereft of its powers, 
which is why he sometimes regretted his 
own decision to re-enter parliament in 
October 1974. He lived to see his 
economic views become uncontroversial. 
He died confident that the same would 

happen over Europe. | do hope so. 
Richard Ritchie was Enoch Powell’s 
archivist and edited two collections of 
Powell’s speeches 


From Brian Crozier 

The obituaries rightly commented on the 
strange co-existence of intellectual bril- 
liance and poor judgement in the mind of 


Enoch Powell. My two clashes with him 
illustrate the point. 

“One took place in a committee room 
in the House of Commons in a debate on 
East-West strategy. | said my piece about 
the Soviet threat. Mr Powell rose, and 
started: “I look to the East and the only 
threat | see is [pause] the Boche”. On a 
show of hands, he lost by about 75% to 
25%. The other clash dragged on for 
years. In the Spectator, Mr Powell had 
heaped praise on an anti-US book by an 
American, Richard Barnet, called Allies: 
America, Europe and Japan Since the 
War. In a letter to that weekly, | drew 
attention to the Cuban and Soviet links of 
the Institute for Policy Studies, of which 
Barnet was a co-founder. No comment 
from Enoch Powell, but | landed myself 
with a libel suit which dragged on until 
my accusers dropped out. Without the 
support of my late friend Sir James Gold- 
smith, | could not have afforded my own 
defence! 

In other words, Enoch Powell, so 
wise and influential on the advantages of 
a market economy, had one blind spot, 
the global Soviet threat, and two im- 
moveable prejudices, anti-Americanism 
and anti-Teutonism. 

Brian Crozier is a writer, broadcaster 

and a patron of Right Now! 


From Andrew Roberts 

What Edmund Burke was to the Eight- 
eenth Century and Lord Salisbury to the 
Nineteenth, so we shall see that Enoch 
Powell was the greatest Tory thinker of 
our century. On Ulster, Europe, immigra- 
tion and monetarism we listened, but all 
too rarely took heed. Had it not been for 
his great warning of April 1968 we would 
not have had the 1971 Immigration Act, 
and his terrible predictions might indeed 

have come about. Ave, noble Roman! 
Andrew Roberts is a journalist and the 
author of The Aachen Memorandum 
and Eminent Churchillians 


From Peter Clarke 

Youth can be very cocky. As a student, | 
wrote Enoch Powell a letter saying why | 
thought his hostility to immigration was 
misconceived. | told him that immigrants 
were an enhancement to any nation and 
that they self-selected to show flair or 
enterprise. He wrote me a cordial reply 
and, to my great surprise, invited me to 
tea. | was struck by his politeness. We 
shared a tutorial. He persuaded me the 
volume and concentration of immigrants 
could only be a hazard. | had not appreci- 
ated the legal anomaly that then gave so 
many millions the fiction of being British. 
My arrogant and ignorant letter led to my 
conversion. Here was a serious and cou- 
rageous politician. | was touched by his 
humility. He was self-confident and self- 
contained but curiously lacking in vanity. 
Some years later he asked me to be his 
Private Secretary. | came to see his per- 
sonal qualities that the world barely ap- 
preciated. He was kind, considerate and 
patient. Adam Smith described David 
Hume as “approaching as nearly to the 
idea of a perfectly wise and virtuous man 
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as perhaps the nature of human frailty 
will permit”. Even though | can almost 
hear him snorting with disapproval over 
my shoulder, | say the same thing of 
Enoch Powell. 

What a foolish Conservative Party not 
to be able to accommodate a soul such 
as his! At my last meeting with him, he 
assured me that the monstrous experi- 
ment of the EU was beginning to crumble. 
We must work to make Britain self- 
governing again. 

Peter Clarke was Enoch Powell’s 
Private Secretary 


From Rodney Atkinson 

Enoch Powell made three great contribu- 
tions to democratic nationhood — on the 
sovereignty of Parliament and the rule of 
law, without which even his opponents 
could not go about their democratic busi- 
ness; on race, culture and nationhood 
(however misunderstood his logic and 
however intemperate some of his expres- 
sions) where he sought to afford others 
the same rights he wished for his own; 
and the European Community, where his 
constitutional logic in 1972 was as im- 
peccable as his prediction of the grave 
democratic crisis we now face. 

It is only the man of incisive logic who 
can take Occam’s Razor to the guff and 
pomp of the political charade and distil 
out of the (deliberate) confusion those 
essentials which guarantee man his 
freedoms. It is also such a man who, 
having cut back the logic of the State to 
what | have termed its emancipating func- 
tions, would wish to balance the eco- 
nomic and social freedoms so released 
with strict rules of personal responsibil- 
ity, property rights and market restraints. 
On his belief in the broad division of 
different races, cultures and languages 
into their own homelands he was not 
attacking individuals, races nor nations, 
but seeking their maximum freedom of 
development. His love of India and Indi- 
ans, Africa and Africans was totally con- 
sistent with his love of Britain and Brit- 
ons. His intellectual and emotional love of 
the depths of a given culture or language 
led him to abhor the mindless 
multiculturalism which has alienated both 
host and immigrant communities all over 
the world. The crime centres of Johan- 
nesburg and Washington DC, the evils of 
Bosnia and the massacres of Soviet com- 
munism give testimony to Powell's analy- 
sis. Those who attacked Powell on race 
and culture and promoted “integration” 
now say the opposite and are set on 
praising the establishment of cultural 
colonies! 

On the European Community, Powell 
could see the potential effects of ignoring 
his warnings on constitutional rectitude 
and national identity. His historian mind 
knew that the consistent logic of German 
aggression, from Bismarck’s manufac- 
tured wars with Austria, Denmark and 
France in aid of German industry in the 
19th century through German-led 
continental fascism to the corporatist 
hegemony of the European Union, was 
the antithesis of everything which the 


liberal, democratic, Anglo-Saxon world 
represented. He would have understood 
only too well that the award of the 
Freedom of the City of London to Helmut 
Kohl was an insult of historic proportions 
to the British people by the kind of busi- 
nessmen who have always put power 
and profit before democratic nationhood. 
Powell, a great democrat and parlia- 
mentarian, went to his grave lauded by 
Tony Benn, his ideological opposite, just 
when the British nation and the entire 
Anglo-Saxon world needs to fight for 
that liberal, open parliamentarianism which 
Powell understood and Benn understands 
and which the new fascism in Brussels 
and Berlin has all but destroyed. The best 
tribute to Enoch Powell would be our 
national victory in the third European war 

this century! 
Rodney Atkinson is an author and 
Chairman, Campaign for United 
Kingdom Conservatism 


From Samuel Francis 

It tells you a good deal about American 
journalism of both Left and Right that 
virtually no one thought to write a single 
word about Enoch Powell on his death. 
It’s clear why the Left ignored his death. 
For that matter, it should be clear why 
most mainstream American conservatives 
also ignored his passing. Quite simply, 
Enoch Powell was a living embarrass- 
ment to them. 

Liberal columnist Anthony Lewis mut- 
tered in the New York Times that Powell, 
educated as a classical scholar at Cam- 
bridge, was “an intellectual who quoted 
Virgil when he wanted to arouse racial 
fears”. The New York Times noted in its 
obituary of him that his 1968 speech 
“was the most openly racist speech by 
any prominent British politician for many 
years”. And yet it is obvious that Powell 
was right. Subsequent legislation slowed 
the flow of immigrants -into what had 
been an entirely white nation, and the 
right of all immigrants from the Common- 
wealth to come to Britain has been ended. 
It would not have been had Powell not 
spoken out when he did and injected the 
issues of immigration control and the 
nature of Great Britain as a nation and 
culture into national politics. 

Indeed, his whole career was one of 
sacrifice on behalf of the nation in which 
he continued to believe long after chatter 
about “globalism” and “one world” 
became fashionable on both Left and 
Right. He opposed British entry into the 
Common Market and lived to oppose its 
absorption into the European Union. He 
rejected Keynesian economics and de- 
fended the free market when both British 
parties shunned it. A few years ago, he 
remarked, “Racism is the basis of nation- 
ality. Nations are, upon the whole, united 
by identity with one another”. What he 
meant was that common bonds of blood 
and descent are integral parts of national 
identity, that nations are not “founded 
upon propositions”, that unlimited “di- 
versity” in the absence of a common core 
of culture and race may indeed lead to 
“rivers of blood”. 


What makes Enoch Powell an embar- 
rassment to contemporary conservatives 
is that he reminds them of the truths they 
have long since forgotten and no longer 
have the courage to pronounce. 

Samuel Francis is a nationally syndicated 
columnist in the United States 


From Peter Brimelow 
Perhaps fittingly, it was an American 
who proved a vital point that was totally 
buried at the time in Britain: Powell’s 
great speeches won the June 1970 elec- 
tion for the Tories. All the rest of that 
summer — it happened to be the last | 
spent in my native land - Powell was 
simply an unperson to the British political 
class. There seemed to be an instinctive 
feeling that, if not mentioned or given 
any credit for his remarkable achieve- 
ment, he might go away. (Similarly, Pat 
Buchanan’s name is regularly left out of 
Presidential preference polls here.) Judg- 
ing from Powell’s US obituaries, this 
repression has actually succeeded in 
affecting the historical record. Yet Powell’s 
achievement was obvious to anyone who 
could count, and it was demonstrated in 
conclusive detail as long ago as 1978, in 
his book Enoch Powell and the Powellites, 
by the psephologist Dr Douglas Schoen - 
now famous here as (yes!) President 
Clinton’s pollster. “If a man were permit- 
ted to make all the ballads, he need not 
care who should make the laws of a 
nation”, said Fletcher of Saltoun. Enoch 
Powell made his share of laws, although 
they were insufficient, by conventional 
standards, to ensure that he reached the 
highest rank in politics. But it was his 
making of ballads, above all his hymning 
of the nation-state in an era of unprec- 
edented transition and treachery, that 
will cause him to be judged in retrospect 
the most important British political figure 
of this century and, for the Anglo-Ameri- 
can world, an inspiration in the next, 
when his office-hogging contemporaries 

will be long forgotten. 

Peter Brimelow is a senior editor, 
Forbes Magazine, and the author of 
Alien Nation - Common Sense about 
America’s Immigration Disaster 


From Marco Respinti 
Enoch Powell was the living symbol of 
British conservatism. Even if we do not 
subscribe to every one of his views, 
Powell deserves much gratitude. As poli- 
tician and classical scholar, man of faith 
and fiery warrior for the patriotic ideals 
that animated his whole life, Powell greatly 
contributed to conservatism. Too many 
people, of Left and Right, think that 
conservatism is just partisanship and 
making money: Powell proved them 
wrong, showing that there is much more 
to conservatism. In our grimly ideological 
age, this is the challenge to be taken up. 
Chivalry is gone and sophists, economic 
reductionists and ideologues have 
triumphed. But the process can be 

reversed. 

Marco Respinti is an Italian journalist 
and translator, and a contributing 
editor, Right Now 
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British countryside 
under attack 





by Christopher Luke 





oO the 1st March 1998, over 250,000 
people from all walks of life and all 
parts of the United Kingdom joined the 
Countryside March through London to 
demonstrate their opposition to Labour 
MP Mike Foster’s Private Member’s Bill, 
the Wild Mammals (Hunting with Dogs) 
Bill, which aims to ban hunting live quarry 
with hounds. The march was a successful 
follow-up to the Coun- 
tryside Rally, attended 
by approximately 
130,000 people, includ- 
ing distinguished au- 
thor Frederick Forsyth, 
Labour peer Baroness 
Mallalieu and _ Ulster 
Unionist Agriculture & 
Fisheries Spokesman 
William Thompson 
MP, held in London’s 
Hyde Park on 10th July 1997. 

If the Foster Bill is passed, beagling, 
coursing, fox-hunting, mink-hunting and 
stag-hunting will be made illegal. Of these 
five sports, fox-hunting is perhaps the most 
well-known and, consequently, arouses the 
most passionate debate as to whether or 
not it should be banned. 

Opponents of hunting with dogs - most 
of whom live in urban areas and are 
unaware of the harm the fox does - claim 
that it is unnecessary and/or cruel, yet 
without culling foxes, both farm animals 
(the livelihood of many in our rural 
communities) and domestic pets would be 
mercilessly killed or maimed by the fox. 
Although the fox is arguably more beautiful 
than the rat, it is no less vermin for it, yet 
one seldom hears or sees armies of townies 
calling for the culling of rats to be banned! 

What is the alternative to hunting with 
hounds? Simply allowing the fox to roam 
at will, as I indicated earlier, puts farm 
animals and domestic pets at risk. The use 
of poison is already banned because animals 
and birds other than foxes may swallow it 
and thus endanger rare species of wildlife; 
leaving contraceptive pills near fox lairs is 
impractical - as, again, animals and birds 
other than foxes may swallow them - let 
alone time-consuming in seeking to locate 
all the lairs in the first place; and either 
shooting or trapping can often cause more 
pain and suffering for the fox than being 
killed with dogs. With hounds, the over- 
whelming majority of all foxes hunted 
escape and of the few that are caught most 





are old and, in all probability, towards the 
end of their natural lives anyway. It is 
fanciful in the extreme to suggest that 
hunting with dogs leads to the mass killing 
of defenceless young cubs or makes the 
fox itself an endangered species. The fact 
is that hunting with hounds is the most 
selective method of managing fox 
populations. 

Leaving that 
aside, were fox- 
hunting to be 
- banned, thousands of 
fox-hounds and not 
a few horses would 
have to be put down. 
»s Furthermore, cob- 
yr blers, farriers, 
grooms and saddlers 
- many of whom are 
self-employed or 
employed in small 
(often family-owned) businesses - would 
risk being put out of work. The hunt also 
provides a sense of community in rural 
areas for people of all social backgrounds. 
Banning hunting with dogs on private land 
curtails one’s freedom of assembly and 
association for a lawful purpose and one’s 
freedom of movement. 

It is also interesting to note that, amidst 
the clamour to ban hunting with hounds, 
Foster has chosen not to ban angling - 
possibly because he is known to be a 
competition angler himself - although it is 
undeniable that towing a fish round a river 


On ist March, several RN activists 
leafleted the Countryside March in cen- 
tral London, completely exhausting our 
several thousand special leaflets (a copy 
of the special March leaflet is enclosed 
with this issue) in just over half an hour. 
So far, the response from those in receipt 
of leaflets has been enthusiastic and we 
have had many enquiries. With our lim- 
ited resources, this is one of our most 
effective methods of attracting new sub- 
scribers, and it is planned to leaflet more 
meetings this year than ever before. 

Volunteer leaflet distributors and news 
of forthcoming meetings are always wel- 
come. Those who might like to distribute 
RN leaflets in their area may obtain free 
leaflets by writing in to Circulation Man- 
ager, Right Now!, BCM Right, London, 
WCIN 3XX. 


(with a hook in its mouth) before releasing 
it back into the water is as cruel as hunting 
with dogs. It is also undeniable that many 
so-called “animal rights activists” will not 
stop at outlawing hunting with hounds if 
Foster’s Bill becomes law, but will keep 
agitating until shooting and fishing are 
banned. 

Foster’s Bill is, if the truth be told, the 
thin end of the wedge to opening the door 
to banning all field sports and permanently 
ruining the countryside. It has been drafted 
by arrogant townies for ignorant townies 
who are determined to impose their alien 
and unwanted values on our rural commu- 
nities, irrespective of the harm they will do 
to both our countryside and the rural 
economy. Although Foster’s Bill sadly 
received a Second Reading, it is unlikely 
to become law as the Blair administration 
has not promised it the extra parliamentary 
time it would almost certainly need to 
enable discussion on the various amend- 
ments tabled to it before being enacted. 
There is, however, a strong possibility that 
the Government will include a clause out- 
lawing hunting with hounds in a future 
Criminal Justice Bill, knowing that oppo- 
nents of banning hunting with hounds would 
be reluctant to deny such a Bill a Third 
Reading due to the other provisions in the 
Bill. 

Such mischievous behaviour by the 
Government would merely confirm New 
Labour’s indifference to a large and growing 
number of electors opposed to outlawing 
hunting with dogs, while it is bending over 
backwards to accommodate any and every 
other minority. Were the Government to 
embark upon such a course, such a Crimi- 
nal Justice Bill would be quickly renamed 
the ‘Criminal Injustice Bill’ given the 
injustice that banning hunting with hounds 
would do to our countryside. Q 


Christopher Luke is a contributing editor, 
Right Now! 
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hile I am in sympathy with Madsen 

Pirie’s partiality for British empiri- 
cism, also for his mooted tax reforms, his 
somewhat buoyant confidence in free com- 
petitive markets in the shaping of a better 
world is not so easy to justify. Such homely 
examples of the beneficent effects of eco- 
nomic specialisation and exchange may be 
persuasive enough for an earlier age, but 
hardly so for modern capitalism. 

To be sure, mainstream economists 
have come to recognise significant instances 
of ‘market failure’ resulting from the inci- 
dence of damaging spillovers produced by 
legitimate economic activity. Yet many of 
them continue to believe that a simple 
extension of property rights is the key to 
correcting environmental disorders. Indeed, 
they rejoice in illustrating the operation of 
a tendency to produce optimal solutions to 
apparent environmental conflicts wherever 
relevant property rights are conferred and 
enforced. But although the economic argu- 
ment may be valid enough for a variety of 
familiar spillovers, such as river pollution 
or traffic congestion, the necessary 
conditions for a resolution of the more 
menacing environmental hazards, arising 
from accelerating economic growth since 
World War II - noise pollution, the pollution 
and over-fishing of coastal waters, 
destruction of the world’s rain forests, 
near-extinction of animal species, dissipa- 
tion of the ozone layer, to mention some of 
the more obvious — cannot in fact be met 
by any imaginable extension of property 
rights.! For that matter,.and in the absence 
of currently unforeseeable technologies, 
not much hope can be reposed in govern- 
ment action. 

Yet the overspill or by-products of 
scientific advance and market activity are 
more far-reaching and insidious than the 
above examples. Aside from expansion of 
international crime, of terrorist fanaticism, 
and the growth of inter-community con- 
flicts following the erosion of the pre-War 
moral consensus; and, again, assuming 
that ecological disaster can somehow be 
averted, and that the human race will pass 
unscathed through a minefield strewn with 





The market is not enough 





In the previous issue of Right Now! Madsen Pirie, 
of the Adam Smith Institute, outlined the case 
for free markets. E J Mishan argues that 
free markets offer no defence against 
a nation’s descent into cultural barbarism 





perils consequent upon the progress of 
science and industrialisation since World 
War II - aside from all such considera- 
tions, there remain the less tangible but no 
less radical effects on the character, the 
institutions, and therefore also on the life- 
style and wellbeing of the peoples of the 
West. 

Think briefly on the transformation 
wrought over the past few decades on our 
notions of the home and the family. Prior 
to the mass availability of a wide range of 
domestic labour-saving devices, there was 
an obvious need for a woman in the home 
and, therefore, also for a mother in the 
home and for family meals together. And 
prior to the introduction of the telephone, 
radio, television, stereophonics, comput- 
ers, etc into the home, members of the 
family and their friends depended directly 
upon one another for their comfort, solace, 
and entertainment: they played games, 
played musical instruments in concert, sang 
together, read books to one another. 

Today, any member of a (single, or 
unwed) family can, at any time, snatch 
pre-cooked morsels from the ’fridge, warm 
it in the microwave, or munch junk-foods 
lolling before the television. At the flick of 
a finger he can fill the room with sound. 
He is tutored to communicate with the rest 
of the world via his computer. He spends 
time ‘trawling the Net’, and amuses himself 
with CD Roms. And with the increasing 
use of more versatile computers for 
shopping, for therapy (medical or spir- 
itual), for higher education, for fantasy 
immersion, to say nothing of recourse to 
‘virtual reality’, direct physical contact 


with other humans becomes unnecessary. 

Unavoidably, then, the trend in 
consumer innovation - especially that in 
labour-saving and self-recreational gadgetry 
- which renders us increasingly independent 
of the the help and company of others, at 
both work and play, promotes our depend- 
ence on machines. In consequence, the 
direct flow of communication and feeling 
with others, deemed necessary to emotional 
stability and wellbeing, is continually 
being diminished. 

Is it alarmist then to conclude that the 

trend in consumer innovation and in indus- 
trial innovation will culminate in the near- 
isolation of the individual, most of whose 
working, or idle, hours will be spent either 
encased in ‘virtual reality’ or gazing into a 
screen, his restless fingers beckoning 
images and information from a prolifera- 
tion of global websites? Just what other 
vision can there be of the destiny toward 
which we are insistently hastening? True, 
free markets and liberal democracy have 
their virtues. But of themselves they offer 
no safeguards against media-promoted 
populist disorientation, nor against a 
nation’s insensible descent into cultural 
barbarism. 
1. These conditions are elaborated in my 
‘Economists versus the Greens’ Political 
Quarterly, 1993. Relevant material may also 
be found in my appraisal of the Chicago 
School of Economics, ‘The Folklore of the 
Market,’ Journal of Economic Issues, 1975. 
E J Mishan was Professor of Economics 
at the London School of Economics. He 
is the author of many books on econom- 
ics and the environment. 


A Quick Guide to ‘New Britain’ 


Peter Gibbs takes a ‘then and now’ look at dear old Blighty 


Richard Branson 
Robin Cook 
Barratt Homes 
Alcopops 

Tony Blair 
Millennium Dome 
Vegetarian stir-fry 
Lenny Henry 
Terence Conran 
Security cameras 


Listen with Mother 
The Sweeney 
Joyce Grenfell 
Dame Janet Baker 


_Isambard Kingdom Brunel > 
> 
> 
> 

Oranges and Lemons > 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 


Lord Palmerston 

England’s Green and Pleasant Land 
A tankard of ale 

Sir Winston Churchill 

The Great Exhibition 

The Roast Beef of Old England 
Tony Hancock 

William Morris 

Dixon of Dock Green 


Child Support Agency 
Europol 

Julie Birchill 

Posh Spice 

Crack and marijuana 

Post Office Counters Ltd 

Mo Mowlam 

Connex Southeastern 

Trevor MacDonald 

Citizen of the European Union 


The Royal Mail 

Sir Edward Carson 
The Southern Railway 
Richard Dimbleby 
HM Queen Elizabeth II 


VEE WV NE OVE VV 





- ee ee a nn ee es 


Right NOW! April/June 1998 17 


SIZE ISN’T EVERYTHING 


Euro-fanatics often say that we have no 
choice but be part of the EU, as our 
economic prosperity depends upon it. Enoch 
Powell scorned such folk: “there is no need 
for joining anything. A Britain which is 
ready to exchange goods, services and 
capital as freely as it can with the rest of the 
world is neither isolated nor isolationist... 
there is no relationship to be observed 
between the size of a nation’s domestic 
market and its level or rate of economic 
achievement. Some of those with the small- 
est domestic markets, such as Switzerland 
or Sweden, have in fact some of the highest 
per capita incomes and growth rates”. 

Of course he was right: size and wealth 
are completely unrelated. The world’s small- 
est country, Nauru (a Pacific island with 
only 8,000 people) has a GNP per person 
13 times greater than that of China (the 
world’s largest country with a population 
of 1,220 million). Even the very poorest of 
the world’s 10 smallest countries - Tuvalu 
- has a higher GNP per person than either 
Nigeria or Bangladesh, even though these 
are both among the world’s 10 largest 
countries. Eight of the 10 smallest coun- 
tries have a higher GNP per head than 
Indonesia, the fourth largest country. And 
there is another point worth noting. As the 
Economist reported recently: “As the ad- 
vantages of being large diminish, the at- 
tractions of being small increase. As Pro- 
fessor Alesina [who wrote a report on this 
issue recently] puts it, ‘You trade off econo- 
mies of scale against a desire to share your 
country with people you like.’ Large coun- 
tries are usually ethnically and culturally 
diverse (Japan, a rare economic success 
among giants, is an exception)”. Or per- 
haps that should read “because it is an 
exception”. 


FREEDOM IS NOT FREE 


The recent Countryside March was an 
impressive stirring of the British lion which 
has caused Blair and Co much consterna- 
tion, and rightly so. When well over 250,000 
genuine Englishmen, Scots and Welsh come 
together to say they’ve had enough, the 
body politic must sit up and take notice. 
The Left tried their usual tricks, but 
were overwhelmed and defeated. They had 
sought to ignore the first March, and were 
caught off guard by its size, so this time - 
as usual turning the facts on their head - 
they tried to claim that the hunters were an 
unrepresentative minority. This trick failed 
too, through its sheer idiocy, given that the 
British Field Sports Society are founder 
members of, and the driving force behind, 
the Countryside Alliance; anyone who 
doubts this had merely to look at the plac- 
ards on the march. In the end the Left 
resorted to the usual counter-demonstra- 
tion, but they were clearly disheartened by 
the size of the March, and only a handful of 
ugly, hysterical women turtied up to scream 
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“How few men are strong enough to stand 
against the prevailing currents of opinion 
... Be prepared to stand up faithfully for 
Right and Truth, however the wind may blow”. 

Winston Churchill 





their hackneyed slogans - and were scorn- 
fully jeered for their efforts. 

Although Labour have tried their best 
to rid themselves of their old socialist 
image, in their hearts they still believe in 
the Big Brother state, in replacing indi- 
vidual freedom of choice with a dictator- 
ship of their own values. It could not be 
otherwise, for that is the essence of the 
Left. And that is why we, who simply yearn 
for freedom, have no choice: we must 
oppose them. The Left wishes to make serfs 
of us all, dependent on the state and obedi- 
ent to it. ‘The Nanny State will look after 
you, but Nanny must be obeyed, because 
Nanny knows best and Nanny is only think- 
ing of your own good”. So each new law, 
each new restriction, is promulgated on the 
basis that it is for our own good, and no one 
stops to think of words like freedom, or 
personal responsibility, or choice. No, these 
are extremist words, only used by ‘sexists’ 
and ‘racists’ and ‘Right-wingers’. 

I was beginning to wonder if the British 
people had been completely duped and 
crushed into accepting this philosophy. We 
have, after all, meekly accepted so much: 
the banning of our freedom to associate 
with, or employ, whom we want, the ban- 
ning of our freedom of speech in case we 
might upset certain touchy groups, the 
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irrational banning of handguns, and even 
the increasingly draconian drink-driving 
laws. But finally the British heartlands have 
awoken. Of course they would rather go 
out and enjoy themselves than engage in 
politics, but they have finally realised that 
freedom isn’t free, but needs to be fought 
for and defended. It is a lesson they must 
not forget if freedom’s flame is not to be 
extinguished. 


JUST A QUICK ONE... 


Individuals respond differently to a given 
amount of alcohol, so the arbitrary drink- 
driving limit of 80mg per 100ml of blood is 
pointless and unjust in some cases, and yet 
too lax in others. Instead of leaving it to 
individuals to decide how much they can 
drink and still drive safely, we have a law 
based not on any offence you have commit- 
ted, but on what you just possibly might do 
(ie, have an accident). This is yet another 
unreasonable and intolerable intrusion into 
individual freedom and personal responsi- 


gel bility. If the wish is to avoid accidents, why 


not penalise all accident-causing poor driv- 
ing, regardless of whether an arbitrary 
amount of alcohol has been consumed? 
After all, even during the peak ‘drink- 
driving’ period of Christmas, police figures 
show that less than 1 accident in 10 involves 
(let alone is caused by) someone who is 
over the limit. 

Yet we are now told that the govern- 
ment intends to restrict the drink-driving 
limit still further - for our own good you 
understand. Well in this case (as in most 
cases) Nanny does not know best because 
there is no correlation between alcohol 
limits and accident rates. Although eight 
EU countries have lower limits than ours, 
our roads are the safest of them all, safer 
even than Sweden’s, whose limit is a quar- 
ter of that here. According to the Econo- 
mist, research in America has shown that 
the proportion of fatalities involving driv- 
ers with alcohol at the 80mg limit is virtu- 
ally the same as that for drivers with a 
reading of 20mg - “a level that could be 
caused by rich food sauces and a mouth- 
wash”. By criminalising the reasonable 
behaviour and ordinary enjoyment of the 
public Labour will not only close down 
hundreds of small, traditional British pubs, 
but they will also earn the scorn of all right- 
thinking men who have not yet been cowed 
into submission by the nanny state. 


THE BOOMERANG RETURNS 


I have often said that liberals should be 
careful what they wish for, as they might 
just get it. You could call it the ‘boomerang 
principle’, but laws often have a habit of 
penalising those who formulated or sup- 
ported them. The first person, for instance, 
to be charged and imprisoned under the 
Race Relations Act, passed in 1965 to 
punish all those nasty racist whites, was a 
black man. More recently, no sooner was 
the Protection from Harassment Act passed 


- supposedly to protect women from all 
those dangerous male ‘stalkers’ - than 
guess who should be convicted? An ob- 
sessed woman who broke into a man’s 
home with two carving knives! 

I hope my American readers will for- 
give me for intruding in their domestic 
politics, but the most amusing example of 
the boomerang principle must surely be the 
series of ‘sex-scandals’ befalling the ghastly 
Clintons. Oily Bill typifies the sort of 
liberal politician who has promoted femi- 
nism and encouraged the development of a 
matriarchal legal system which criminalises 
normal male behaviour and allows women 
to go around making unsubstantiated allega- 
tions against men without incurring any 
penalties. 

It is ironic that while the serious alle- 
gations against Clinton, such as suspicious 
deaths, the Whitewater case, the sugges- 
tion of illegal campaign funds or the ‘filegate 
scandal’ (in which confidential files of 
Republican opponents were apparently 
obtained), have dented him not one bit, he 
is being hounded, and may well be bank- 
rupted, because of his womanising. 

On questions of sexual politics Barbara 
Amiel is one of the most sensible journalists 
around, and writing in The Daily Tele- 
graph, she described the Lewinski case as 
“the natural desire of a young woman for an 
aggressive, handsome and powerful middle- 
aged man and the reciprocal pleasure that 
such a man has in the flattering attention of 
a pretty young girl...” and she agrees that 
“Clinton is being eaten up by the children 
of the revolution he helped to foster. 
Clinton’s problems can be placed squarely 
in the hands of the feminist movement he 
encouraged. In the past 20 years or so the 
ambience in America, and to a growing 
extent in Britain, has changed - and not for 
the better. We live in lunatic times. A neo- 
Victorian, Right-wing puritanism... fused 
with feminism (or, more precisely, matri- 
archy) to produce an atmosphere in which 
the normal sexual behaviour of men has 
been virtually criminalised... Normal 
behaviour such as flirting and seduction 
came to be the subject of tribunals and 
lawsuits”. 

While we agree on the problem, I have 
no sympathy for Clinton or his wife. Hav- 
ing derided traditional wifely ‘stand by 
your man’ loyalty she is now being forced 
to do just that, and is reduced to bleating 
about “this vast Right-wing conspiracy that 
has been conspiring against my husband”. 
Well yes dear, conspiring is what conspira- 
cies do, but you shouldn’t trouble your 
pretty little head with such things, as you 
are clearly becoming hysterical; worrying 
about conspiracies is something that only 
‘Right-wing loonies’ are supposed to do. 
And when it comes to biter bit, her com- 
plaint about Clinton’s opponents “using the 
criminal justice system to try to achieve 
political ends in this country” really makes 


me laugh - what else has the Left been 
doing for the last 30 years? On issues such 
as abortion and race discrimination the 
Courts have been pushing the Left-wing 
agenda: I don’t recall her complaining 
then, so spare me the mewling now. 

The matriarchal state has serious impli- 
cations for the workplace, where claims of 
sexual discrimination or harassment, moti- 
vated out of malice or as an easy way to 
blackmail money from an employer, are 
growing. The situation can only get worse, 
thanks to the EU ruling that anyone accused 
of sexual discrimination or harassment 
should have to prove their innocence. 

Although John Redwood objected that 
this was the complete opposite of “the 
tradition in our courts that someone was 
innocent until proved guilty”, a spokesman 
for the Department for Education and 
Employment stated that this reversal of the 
burden of proof “will make little difference 
to the way these cases are dealt with in the 
UK”. This proves that, as I have previously 
maintained, courts and employment tribunals 
are biased in favour of the tearful accuser 
and against the innocent businessman. 


THE BUDGET: FAMILY BLUES 
The fawning press would have you believe 
the Gordon Brown PR, and that his budget 
was good for families. This must have been 
put out by his adviser, because it’s pure 
drivel: this is a budget for single mothers. 
The married couple’s allowance has been 
cut from 15% to 10%, and child benefit for 
the first child raised to £14 per week; as a 
result the average married couple with two 
children and a stay-at-home wife will be 
worse off, whereas single mothers will gain. 

The Budget also provided for tax credits 
worth up to £150 for child care. This is not, 
of course, received where the mother stays 
at home to look after her children properly, 
which means that this was also a budget for 
uncaring mothers who dump their young 
children into human kennels while they go 
out to work. Children are raised best when 
they are brought up and cared for by a 
loving mother. 

Even some Labour MPs are getting the 
message. Denis MacShane, MP for 
Rotherham, complained in the Daily Mail 
about “the endless discussion about single 
mothers, working women and state-aided 
childcare. Why do we hear nothing about 
the unsung heroines of modern Britain? For 
it is time to remember the mothers who 
selflessly put their children and their fami- 
lies before their purse or their careers by 
deciding to stay at home”. Providing finan- 
cial incentives for women to stay at home 
would not only make sense in terms of the 
children, it would prove very popular with 
the electorate, especially the women. A 
recent survey by Top Sante magazine 
showed that 78% of women would like to 
give up work, with only 19% interested in 
a career. 


HAGUE GETS VAGUE 

I am becoming worried that young Willy is 
starting to tack back to the Left. A question- 
naire sent to all Party members asks “Which 
issues should we make a priority in our 
campaigning this year?” and offers a num- 
ber of suggestions, but these do not include 
any reference to Europe, immigration, 
crime, family or social policy, individual 
freedom, taxation, or political correctness. 
Is this an early April fool’s joke? 

Obviously not, for the papers reveal 
that Hague is going to water down the 
Party’s stand against the single currency, 
abandoning the ‘not for 10 years’ stance 
and dropping the idea of a national mem- 
bers’ ballot on the issue. This all sounds 
suspiciously like a return to the bad old 
Major days - or even the days of Ted 
Heath. 

These fears were reinforced by Hague’s 
behaviour in response to Redwood’s sen- 
sible and dignified criticism of the award of 
freeman of the City of London given to 
Chancellor Kohl, the man who would like 
to abolish the pound and supplant the City’s 
pre-eminence with Frankfurt. Instead of 
reducing Party divisions, as we are told 
Hague is trying to do, it was this kind of 
trimming and turning which fuelled the 
internal rows during the last parliament. 
The only acceptable way forward is to take 
a clear position against the single currency 
and to tell the small minority of Euro- 
fanatic has-beens to like it or leave. They 
will not be missed. 


AND FINALLY... 


I think I shall make a new resolution to 
always finish with some good news. The 
last couple of weeks have seen some en- 
couraging European election results. In the 
Danish general election the Danish People’s 
Party, campaigning on an unambiguously 
anti-immigration platform, tripled its rep- 
resentation in parliament with more than 
7% of the vote. 

In France the Front National scored 
their highest ever poll in the local elections, 
up from 13.9% in the 1992 local elections 
to 15.27% this time round. This is even 
marginally higher than the result it re- 
ceived in the recent national and Presiden- 
tial elections, where it traditionally scores 
best. The number of local seats won by the 
FN increases from 239 to 275, putting them 
in third place, only fractionally behind the 
RPR who have 285 seats. In the four 
eastern regions (Provence-Alpes-Céte 
D’Azur, Rhone-Alpes, Alsace, and 
Franche-Comte) the FN is now the single 
largest party, and they are the second 
largest party in four more regions (in the 
north and south). At a time of improving 
economic indicators in France, and with a 
Socialist government which has avoided 
any banana skins so far, this is an excellent 
result for the FN, as the French liberal 
media have been forced to admit. 
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AN EVERYDAY STORY OF NEW LABOUR FOLK 





Robert Henderson uncovers some Labout dirty tricks 





| hahaa below on this page is a 
printout of data held at Belgravia 
Police station, obtained using the 
‘provisions of the Data Protection Act. 
The data refers to complaints made 
against me. The deletion of the complain- 
ants’ names is standard police practice. 

| was led to the Belgravia document 
by a Mirror story headlined ‘Pest Targets 
Blairs’ printed on 25 March 1997. The 
story took up most of one page and was 
flagged on the Mirror front page with 
“COPS PROBE BLAIR PEST — EXCLU- 
SIVE: Fears over race hate mail” The 
Mirror cited Labour HO as its source for 
the story. 

The Mirror story falsely accused me 
of sending “race hate letters to Tony and 


Cherie Blair” which contained “graphic 
racist filth”, “racial insults” and “sewer 
language”. 


They also falsely stated that | was 
bombarding the Blairs with a “deluge of 
sinister messages” which amounted to 
“dozens of letters” sent to the Blairs 
at the rate “three or four a week” to form 
“a rant”, fabricated quotes such as “If he 
[Blair] gets elected, he'll let in all the 
blacks and Asians”, suggested that | 
have “tendencies associated with stalk- 
ers” and quoted a Scotland Yard officer 
stating that | had definitely committed 
the crime of assault, a doubly interesting 
proposition this, because assault by the 
written word is an offence unknown to 
English law and since when did police 
officers decide guilt? Mirror readers trem- 
bling for the safety of the Blairs were 
comforted by the knowledge that “Spe- 
cial Branch, who organise protection for 
MPs, have been informed of the situa- 
tion”. 

The Mirror also published a large pho- 
tograph of me. As | live approximately 
two hundred yards from the spot where 
the white schoolboy, Richard Everitt, was 
murdered by a Bengali gang because of 
the colour of his skin, | think | can 
reasonably say that the Mirror put me in 
some physical danger by publishing the 
photograph. 

The only true statement about my 
actions was that | had indeed written to 
the Blairs. Why had | written? Right Now! 
readers may recall a previous article of 
mine entitled ‘The liberal censorship’ 
which dealt with my experiences after 
the publication in 1995 of an article of 
mine, about race and cricket, in Wisden 
Cricket Monthly. 

After the Wisden article Diane Abbott 
MP sent me an unsolicited and abusive 
letter. In view of her later statements 


about “blue eyed blond Finns”, this con- 
tained such hypocritical gems as “You 
show no appreciation of acceptable ter- 
minology and mores”. 

After exhausting all the avenues for 
redress against the media open to me | 
approached my MP, Frank Dobson. After 
several months prevarication, he refused 
to act for me. | wrote to Blair to complain 
about Dobson and Abbott’s behaviour. 
He refused either to act against Dobson 
or Abbott or take up my case himself. 
Dobson and Abbott having raised the 
subject of racism with me, | also chal- 
lenged Blair on publicly reported instances 
of racism within the Labour party such as 
Abbott’s comments on nurses and Keith 
Vaz’s question at an election for a con- 
stituency officer: “Why should we have a 
white person?” Blair refused to com- 
ment. 

The purpose of my letters to Tony 
Blair was straightforward: to obtain re- 
dress for my mistreatment by the media, 
Dobson and Abbott. | only wrote to Mrs 
Blair as a last resort, after Blair had 
persistently refused to address my com- 
plaints. My letters to the Blairs contained 
no threat, gross abuse or obscenity. They 
were short in length and reasonable in 
number. The only racial references the 
letters contained concerned instances of 
racism within the Labour Party. 

The Belgravia printout confirms the 
involvement of the Police, the CPS and 
Special Branch. It also shows very clearly 
that Blair, or one of his side-kicks, 
attempted to have me prosecuted for 
common assault and offences under the 


Following entered by: DC 


Malicious Communications and Race 
Relations Acts, that the CPS rejected all 
the complaints in remarkably short order 
- another printout from Belgravia Police 
Station shows that the refusal came on 
the same day that the complaints were 
made, that the security services were 
appointed to spy on me and that the 
complainant considered and rejected civil 
action to gag me. (Blair knew that | was 
circulating copies of my various corre- 
spondence with him, Dobson and Abbott 
to the media.) 

Much of the Belgravia data is factually 
inaccurate, such as the claim that | fre- 
quently write to Leftwing MPs. The tone 
is political, for instance the unsubstanti- 
ated attribution to me of “extreme right 
wing” views - latterday liberal code for 
Nazi. This is a travesty of my actual 
political opinions and instincts which are 
implacably anti-authoritarian and demo- 
cratic. Other points to note are: 

— the use of the phrase “an irritant like 
Henderson”. When policemen feel they 
can use such language, everyone should 
start worrying; 

— the concern about my supposed 
frequent communication with “Left wing 
MPs”. What business is it of the police if 
| write to any MP? 

-— the ability of powerful people to 
make secret complaints against me to the 
police. The first | knew of the police 
involvement was when | read the Mirror 
story; 

- the CPS’ statement that letters 
which are individually legitimate might 
become iliegal if a certain quantity is 





This allegation relates to a series of letters received at the Palace of Westminster. On 


13th March a request was received from... . 


that police attend the Palace of 


Westminster to discuss letters received on that date. 


DS.... attended and met....and.... 


by the office, from the suspect, Mr Henderson. 


who handed over a quantity of letters received 


He is a part time journal who 


regularly writes to left wing MP’s, and who holds extreme right wing views. 


The letters were examined and taken to the CPS, where a consultation took place with 
. all lawyers from the Horseferry Road Magistrates Court Section. 


It was decided that the letters fell 


short of an offence 


under the Malicious 


Communications Act 1988, or The Race Relations Act. At that stage the allegation was 


in fact ‘NO CRIME’. 


Advice was given should the letters continue, that the sheer volume of them may 
constitute a nuisance. 


. did not wish, with an election campaign looming, to start collecting evidence from 


an irritant like Henderson. 
against Henderson. 


In view of the personalities involved, DS... . 
Their details were passed to... . staff, who were 
.. home address was on their division, and 


spoke to DCI. -...,..and-DI....... 


advised to deal with them in the future, as.. 


....Wwas advised re civil remedies, especially an injunction, 


attended Islington Police Station and 


it was that venue that they were most concerned about. 
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reached. | would be most interested to 
know what the legal basis is for this 
extraordinary idea. (| sent Tony Blair nine 
letters over a year, his wife four. The 
combined text of my letters to Tony Blair 
totalled 2,675 words, to Cherie Blair 755 
words. The CPS has refused to explain 
why this was thought excessive). As | 
was writing to political figures, the 
matter becomes absurd. It would be a 
distinctly rum go in a democracy if 
politicians could cut off inconvenient 
correspondence by legal means. 

— the retention of data on me even 
though | was not charged, 

-— the continued use of the security 
services to spy on me even though | have 
committed no offence. My MP, Frank 
Dobson, tells me (I have this on tape) that 
such interference by the security services 
is reasonable because | have threatened 





Blair. When | challenged Mr Dobson to 
prove that | had threatened Blair (which | 
have not) he refused to do so. 

| have challenged the Mirror and the 
Blairs to produce letters from me which 
substantiate the Mirror story. The 
challenge has gone unheeded by both 
parties. Both Frank Dobson and Blair 
have refused to investigate the Mirror’s 
claims of Labour HQ involvement in the 
genesis of the story. 

The legitimacy of my letters may be 
judged by the CPS’ extraordinarily rapid 
refusal of the complaints, the complain- 
ants failure to ask for an injunction against 
me and the fact that the police did not 
even interview me. Moreover, the com- 
plaints were brought six weeks after my 
last letter to Blair. Ergo, it was not a 
continued correspondence with Blair 
which prompted the complaint to the 


A nation of wimps 


David Kamioner is not impressed by America’s political elite 








t seemed to happen in the United 

Kingdom after the carnage of the 
Somme. One could understand, after an 
experience like that, the loss of fighting 
spirit. But by August 1940,. the young 
pilots of the RAF had regained for Britain 
what was lost in the mud of France. 

Here in the United States, we did not 
go through a crucible such as the Somme. 
Our unmanning is a result of pure physi- 
cal cowardice on the part of our elites 
during the 1960’s. That’s when we 
became a nation of wimps. 

Am | talking about an actual loss of 
testosterone levels? Hardly. Well, mostly 
hardly. What | am talking about is the 
trend in our cultural, intellectual and 
political elites towards an attitude that 
smacks at best of obligatory sentimental- 
ity, at worst of a craven abandonment of 
most that is best in Western civilization. 

I've come to this conclusion by spend- 
ing years in American politics, both as a 
young volunteer and now as a profes- 
sional political consultant. As such, my 
primary concern is how to design mes- 
sages that will appeal to the greatest 
number of people in an election. That 
game has changed over the years. 

Not more than 30 years ago, America 
wanted leaders — men tested by the heat 
of battle and the challenges of a free 
market. Now, given the messages | and 
others in my field write, modern political 
ad scripts are better suited to advertise- 
ments for day-care centre directors than 
for political leaders. What has happened 
to the spirit in this country that con- 
quered the Wild West, beat fascism 
(granted, with a bit of help) and put a 
man on the moon? 

It has been supplanted by a nation 


that elects to its highest office a snake oil 
selling socialist who not only ran for the 
hills when his country called him to mili- 
tary service, but actually gave aid and 
comfort to the enemy. 

Why has this happened? Because 
Clinton and millions like him in the 1960s, 
the most pampered and coddled genera- 
tion in world history, decided that the 
society that had provided them with that 
affluence was asking too much in return. 

It was asking for honour. It was ask- 
ing for a sense of personal responsibility 
for actions. It might even ask you to die 
on a far-off battlefield. When faced with 
the choice of stepping up to their heritage 
or turning and running, the sons of the 
American elite, those who would later go 
on to run its museums, staff its news- 
rooms, teach in its universities and argue 
in its courtrooms, chose physical cow- 
ardice and sniveling rationalizations over 
what their forefathers had chosen. Now 
we realize the legacy of that decision. 

The ascendancy of feminine traits in 
our male political elites is one result. To 
be a man and accept the challenges of 
freedom taxes their faint constitutions. 

Our candidates fight over who ‘cares’ 
most, as if they were running for mommy. 
In a recent judicial race | was involved in, 
the candidates fell all over themselves 
talking about how they would work “for 
the children”. There was not a word from 
most of the candidates on putting crimi- 
nals in jails, settling civil disputes or any 
such concern. 

Look at the higher level contests. 
Even Republicans who generally vote right 
on the issues, feel duty bound to come 
off like rural grandmothers rather than the 
leaders of the Western world. In the 


police. 

The following people (amongst oth- 
ers) have refused to answer questions 
from me about the Mirror story: Tony 
Blair, the Metropolitan Police Commis- 
sioner, Cherie Blair, the head of Special 
Branch, Peter Mandelson, the DPP, Alistair 
Campbell and Belgravia Police. 

| will leave the reader with a last 
reference to the Mirror story. A Labour 
spokesman is quoted as saying “We now 
consider this man is not worth giving any 
more publicity to”. So little worth giving 
publicity to in fact, that Labour Party 
members working at Labour HO decided 
to cooperate with the Mirror to produce a 
sensational story in one of the largest 
circulation newspapers in the first week 
of the General Election campaign... OQ 
Robert Henderson writes from central 
London ; 


recent flap over Air Force Lt Kelly Flynn, 
Trent Lott, the Republican leader of the 
Senate, ignored the fact that Lt Flynn had 
ignored direct orders from her superiors 
and issued statements faulting the service 
for asking that its officers obey orders. 

In the last presidential race, Clinton 
did not talk about economic growth, our 
failing school system or global challenges 
to American power. Instead, as befitting 
our national best junior high school girl- 
friend, he spoke of ‘healing’ and ‘diver- 
sity’ and ‘nurturing’. And Dole did little 
better. 

Failing to brand Clinton as the social- 
ist coward that he is, he trod lightly on 
the President’s character and instead 
spoke of nothing but some nebulous 
hearkening back to the social ethos of the 
prewar Midwest. Perhaps calling the in- 
cumbent the names he deserved violated 
the prim and proper dialogue that now 
substitutes for actual conflict of philoso- 
phies and principles. 

At least in the UK political combat still 
has the whiff of grapeshot about it, 
though the new PM certainly reeks a bit 
of Clinton. But here, if one more self- 
anointed conservative asks me to write 
him a radio, direct mail or television script 
that features him surrounded by children 
in a suburban kitchen, I’m going to wretch 
all over his polyester blend suit. 

Is this trend terminal? No. In fact, in 
the rise of the lounge culture in youth, in 
the take-no-prisoners attitude of some of 
of the younger GOP congressmen and in 
the inevitable backlash against national 
foppery by those who have taken to 
defiantly smoking large cigars, and swill- 
ing martinis during lunch, may be the 
seed of our cultural and intellectual re- 
newal. 

Men acting and thinking like men. 
Hillary Clinton, call your office. QO 
David Kamonier is a professional political 
consultant. 
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The End of Order 


Francis Fukuyama, The Social 
Market Foundation, 1997, £9.50 


With the fall of the Soviet Union and the 
Berlin Wall the twin forces of liberalism 
and capitalism have, hand in hand, estab- 
lished themselves as the ‘New World 
Order’. As with all revolutions, this one 
has had to overthrow the previous regime 
to impose its own, starting over here in the 
West. So thoroughly has this new social 
regime been imposed that few people have 
even questioned it. One who has is Francis 
Fukuyama in his new book, The End of 
Order. Francis Fukuyama is an American 
economist (of Japanese extraction) who 
used to be a policy advisor at the State 
Department and is now Professor of Public 
Policy and Director of the Center for Glo- 


bal Political, Economy at George Mason By 
University in Virginia. 


He first burst onto the public scene in 
1989 with The End of History, which, 
following the overthrow of communism in 
the East, predicted that the great ideologi- 
cal battles were over and that the liberal 
democratic model had won. In 1995 he 
followed this with the book Trust, which 
recognised that the success of the liberal- 
capitalist model depended to a large extent 
on the cultural community in which it 
operated, and on the bonds of social trust. 
In his latest book, Fukuyama has con- 
cluded that this social capital is being 
destroyed and that we are in the midst of an 
enormous social upheaval which is due to 
the collapse of the nuclear family. With a 
wealth of figures, charts and graphs 
Fukuyama shows that the spectacular in- 
crease in the divorce rate over the last 30 
years and the breakdown of the family has, 
in turn, led to a host of other social prob- 
lems such as increases in illegitimacy and 
crime, and a decline in children’s educa- 
tional achievements. 

All this may seem uncontroversial and 
obvious to you and I, but is by no means 
universally accepted by the liberal-Left 
and therefore is worth repeating. Fukuyama 
calls this collapse in the pre-existing social 
norms the ‘Great Disruption’, and his analy- 
sis of its cause, while being equally obvious, 
is even more controversial and threatening 
to the liberal-Left-wing-feminist orthodoxy. 

Having explored the various explana- 
tions given by both the Left and the Right 
for the breakdown of the nuclear family, 
Fukuyama concludes that female financial 
independence and birth control are prima- 
rily responsible, with welfare benefits shar- 
ing some of the guilt. In case the birth 
control argument is not immediately 
apparent it is that by giving women control 
over their fertility the arrival of the Pill 
meant that men no longer felt responsible 
for unwanted pregnancies, which in turn 
led to a decline in the number of ‘shotgun’ 
marriages (in the 1950s in America it 
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“Reading maketh a full man” - Bacon 


seems that over 60% of brides were preg- 
nant at the altar). It is financial independ- 
ence however, whether resulting from gov- 
ernment welfare or, more significantly, 
from an increase in women’s earnings, 
which is mainly to blame. Marriage has 
always involved each party contributing to 
the partnership, with the woman looking 
after the husband, home and children while 
the man brought home the wages. 
Fukuyama, who leans heavily on both the 
neo-Darwinian ‘selfish gene’ theory and 
game-theory, puts it thus: “From the 
woman’s standpoint, the chief objective is 
protection and resources for herself and 
her offspring through the reproductive 
cycle”, and increasing female earnings 
make it possible for women to support 
themselves and their children without hus- 
bands. Particularly interesting - and wor- 
rying - are those charts and graphs which 
are broken down by racial category. This 
is refreshing to see, and is done in a proper 
matter-of-fact way, and shows that the 
difference between male and female earn- 
ings is smallest amongst blacks; if 
Fukuyama is right that this “does a great 
deal to explain the crisis of the African- 
American family” then an extrapolation of 
the graphs suggests that white families will 
be facing a similar crisis in around 15 
years time. 

Fukuyama is weakest when it comes to 
suggesting solutions to this grave problem. 
Despite having clearly identified Asia as 
countries where the Great Disruption has 
been avoided (“The case of Japan shows 





that it is, at the limit, possible to reverse 
family decline through public policy”), he 
is, astonishingly, unwilling to recommend 
the introduction of similar policies in the 
West. Put simply, “Japanese labour laws 
permit discrimination in favour of men - 
especially men with families - and divorce 
laws have historically been biased towards 
men”. Taken together with the fact that the 
Pill was only legalised in Japan in 1996, 
“The Japanese case indicates that eco- 
nomic modernization does not inevitably 
lead to the kinds of changes in social 
norms that have been happening in West- 
ern Europe and North America. Despite 
greater opportunities for women to move 
into the workforce, based on changes in 
the nature of work itself in post-industrial 
societies, the Japanese have kept a number 
of discriminatory measures in place that 
have made it less likely that they will do 
so”. 

Just to make sure we have all under- 
stood the message Fukuyama puts it even 
more bluntly: “The reason Asian societies, 
beginning with Japan, have been able to 
avoid the kinds of social problems facing 
North America and Europe is because they 
have more strongly resisted female equal- 
ity” (‘equality’ being used here in the 
feminist sense). Fukuyama’s courage and 
analysis fail him however when he con- 
cludes “If Western countries were to re- 
introduce discriminatory labour laws that 
kept women out of labour markets and did 
not permit them to earn comparable wages 
to men, then the resulting dependence of 
women on male incomes would probably 
help to restore traditional two-parent fami- 
lies. Needless to say, this is not a real 
policy option for anyone”. But this is a 
gross distortion of the real, and perfectly 
acceptable, ‘policy option’: it is quite un- 
necessary to keep women out of labour 
markets or prevent them from earning 
comparable wages. What is necessary is 
merely to give employers back the free- 
dom to choose whom to employ and how 
much to pay them. For some jobs, such as 
a receptionist for instance, an employer 
may prefer to have a pretty girl, but in 
many other cases women will be a less 
attractive proposition because the training 
and experience they gain is lost when they 
leave to have children. Given the freedom 
of choice any rational employer would 
therefore employ fewer women, or pay 
men more. This is, after all, what occured 
before ‘equal opportunities’ and ‘anti- 
discrimination’ laws were introduced. 

As Fukuyama states, the first rule of 
public policy ought to be to do no harm, so 
since the anti-discriminatory labour laws 
have caused a great deal of harm, why 
should they not be abolished? I hope that 
in his next book, which will concentrate on 
the Great Disruption, Fukuyama will not 
shrink from the full implications of his 
own research. 
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If I were to have a few other quibbles 
with this book I would say that the section 
on Technology, Hierarchy and Networks 
contributes little to the core argument, and 
Fukuyama’s refusal to acknowledge that 
ethnicity and race are genuine and signifi- 
cant factors suggests a reluctance to be too 
controversial. The impression that 
Fukuyama is desperate to give himself 
some protection from angry feminists is 
reinforced when he states that “The real 
problem is men, who feel today that they 
have been released from the obligation to 
stay with their wives and particularly with 
the children they father... [There is] a 
serious deficit of fathers and fatherhood”. 
Surely Fukuyama is too sensible to have 
really swallowed all the ridiculous non- 
sense about ‘feckless fathers’? If men today 
are “released from the obligation to stay 
with their wives” it is the wives who are 
doing the releasing, since 70% of divorces 
are initiated by women. Similarly, while 
Fukuyama is right to propose that family 
welfare benefits should be targeted at men, 
his main proposal - that governments should 
improve the employability of men through 
training programmes - is futile, as he 
himself admits that given the changing 
skills required in an ever advancing infor- 
mation technology age, training pro- 
grammes in countries such as Germany 
and America have not been successful. 

To end on a positive note, Fukuyama is 
right that we can draw some comfort from 
history. Family breakdown and the asso- 
ciated deviance rates rose following the 
industrial revolution,, but subsequently 
declined thanks, largely, to the positive 
effects of religion and the imposition of 
what we now regard as Victorian moral 
values. Without the government to impose 
such values this time round (indeed, as we 
have seen, the government has actively 
created the problem) the solution will take 
longer to emerge - if it does at all. But 
could movements such as the Promise Keep- 
ers in America (who urge men to reassume 
their patriarchal authority and responsibil- 
ity within the family) be the first stirrings 
of a comeback for the survival of the 
family? 

George Warwick 





The State to Come 
Will Hutton, Vintage, 125pp, pb, £4.99 


When I discussed The State We’re In (Right 
Now! April/June 1997) I concluded by 
suggesting that Will Hutton’s next book 
ought to be a set of draft legislation em- 
bodying his ideas. All credit to him for 
having written this book in five weeks! 
Like its predecessor, The State to Come 
is longer on rhetoric than on ideas for 
action. I have the impression that some of 
the eloquence is repeated and Hutton ap- 
pears still not to have taken on board the 
distinction between share capital and loan 


capital in company finance. 

The most plausible sounding sugges- 
tions concern investment. On page 69 it is 
suggested that it should be made more 
difficult for pension and other funds to 
change their designated investment man- 
agers frequently or quickly. Coupled with 
this is the suggestion that the tax exemp- 
tion currently enjoyed by pension funds be 
removed. The effect of these, Hutton be- 
lieves, would reduce the desperate compe- 
tition among investment managers to be 
firstest with the mostest and induce a more 
mature long term attitude to the companies 
whose shares they hold. Another construc- 
tive idea is the setting up of a Council of 
Institutional Investors which would under- 
take its own high level research “espe- 
cially into companies which worry them 
through poor performance”. Fine, but the 
entire terms of reference of such a body 
would have to be very carefully drawn up 
with built in safeguards against the corrup- 
tion which would be an ever present dan- 
ger. And I am quite sure that there already 
is an association of pension funds which 
would be so busy raising a fuss about the 
loss of tax exemption that absorption into a 
wider body would be most unwelcome. | 
should mention, however, that the removal 
of tax exemption from pension funds has 
been canvassed elsewhere as a desirable 
simplification of the tax system. 

Hutton is concerned about the lack of 
influence exercised by the actual owners 
of companies, the shareholders. He sug- 
gests that shareholder representatives be 
on company boards as non-executive di- 
rectors. I cannot see this doing much good: 
after all who elects company directors now 
but shareholders! It is a bit like advocating 
special voters’ representatives in the House 
of Commons. 

The book is full of worthy aspirations - 
and exhortations. Company managements 
should be forward-looking and fair to their 
workers, trade unions should be prepared 
on behalf of their members to forego im- 
mediate advantage in favour of the long 
term future of the business. Local authorities 
should be supportive of local industries 
and should have powers to be so. Precisely 
what legislation is required is not 
specified. 

Conversely Hutton pours scorn on what 
he regards as conservative beliefs, such as 
that crime is the responsibility of the crimi- 
nal and not due to economic and social 
circumstances. One-man operated buses 
likewise earn Hutton’s severe criticism. It 
is true that their use causes delay, impairs 
safety and reduces employment. But he 
forgets, if he ever knew, that these were 
introduced in response to a severe shortage 
of labour and subsidies on new buses, 
given by both Conservative and Labour 
administrations, were specifically confined 
to vehicles suitable for one man operation. 
Perhaps over-work is really getting at 


Hutton when he says on page 82, “if 
market processes could distibute income 
fairly we would not have inequality”. And 
Hutton’s salary would be the same-as that 
of a junior reporter? 

Hutton has retained his enthusiasm for 
Europe and the single currency. Basically 
his argument seems to be that as we are too 
small to beat them we should join them. 
On fishing policy Britain will get a better 
deal as a member of the EU than by 
bargaining aggressively as a sovereign 
nation state. If we stay out, the EU will 
make its own decisions and we will find 
“the combined navies of the EU protecting 
the EU decision”. I find this chilling. Be 
good little boys and abide by EU decisions 
or our warships will show you who’s boss. 
Join up or it will be the worse for you. 
Didn’t somebody say something like that 
in 1940? Something about chickens and 
necks as I remember. Mr Hutton is prob- 
ably too young. 

Incidentally Hutton envisages a mas- 
sive reduction in armies so we can forget 
about defending our own fields and facto- 
ries if the EU decides something we don’t 
like. It won’t be a case of “Save the 
Argylls” : Her Majesty’s foot guards will 
not be safe. 

But, take heart, the European Union 
will enable us all to look the dollar in the 
face and “allow medium sized European 
Powers to protect their unique economic 
and social models. A better integrated and 
self-confident Europe which has found ways 
of making supranational government work 
[how?] will be a trail blazer for interna- 
tional collaboration.” 

If this is not utopian language what is? 
And Hutton admits himself, on page 107 
that, “Utopias, either of the free market or 
socialism, never arrive”. 

William Noble 
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Dispatches 
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Sweden 


Torbjorn Kastell finds 
that opposition to 
the EU is still in 

the hands of the Left 
in Sweden 


In July 1991, the Social Democratic Prime 
Minister of Sweden, Ingvar Carlsson, 
applied for Swedish membership of the 
European Community. That was only 
two months before his party’s defeat in 
that year’s election, but his successor, 
Carl Bildt, and his Right-wing, four-party 
government continued the campaign for 
Swedish membership of. the European 
Union with even greater fervour. There 
was near unanimity in favour of member- 
ship in the Swedish parliament, the 
Riksdag, except for the communist Left 
Party and the. Green Party, then the two 
smallest parties in the Riksdag, with only 
11.3% of the vote between them. 

However, the mood in the Aiksdag 
was not representative of the voters - 
nor of rank-and-file members of the parties 
themselves. Opposition to membership 
of the European Union was - and is - 
widespread amongst the public, some- 
times up to 80%, according to polls. 
Only two of the parties in the Aiksdag, 
the Conservatives and the Liberals, had 
support from a majority of their members 
on the EU issue. And yet, in November 
1994, 52.3% of the electorate said ‘Yes’ 
to the European Union, despite the fact 
that all the polls taken, until about’a week 
before the election, and every poll after 
the election, showed that the Noes had a 
majority of the votes. 

The Yes vote is simple enough to 
understand. First of all, it was the conse- 
quence of an extremely intense propa- 
ganda campaign, where the Noes were at 
a severe disadvantage due to lack of 
funds. The Yes side could count on 
support from large corporations, the major 
newspapers, many sports and entertain- 
ment personalities and, most importantly, 
the resources and influence of the six 
largest parties in the Aiksdag. (In the 
period 1991-94, the Aiksdag was made 
up of seven parties, only one of them 
opposed to the EU; the Greens had 
dropped below 4% in the election of 
1991 and thus did not qualify for the 
Riksdag.) That meant that during the 
campaign for EU membership, those who 
were opposed to the EU were only repre- 
sented in the Riksdag by the Left Party, 
who had a mere 4.5% of the vote. 

The No campaigners necessarily had 
a strong socialistic profile, and opposition 





to the EU became associated with com- 
munism, a weakness which the Right- 
wing parties used against the No side. To 
make things worse, militant communist 
grouplets, supported by the Left Party’s 
youth organisation, brought the No side 
into disrepute by terrorizing some Yes 
campaigners, smashing the windows of 
their offices and sending them threatening 
letters. After the election, the ultra- 
Leftists occupied some buildings, declaring 
them “free zones”, and the police 
confiscated fire bombs in premises owned 
by the Left Party. 

The elections for the European Parlia- 
ment in 1995, however, demonstrated 
how unpopular the EU was among vot- 
ers, less than a year after the election. 
Participation was at its lowest level since 
1911, and the Social Democrats, who 
are now in government, had their worst 
election ever. Most No-voters decided to 
boycott the election altogether, while 
those who did not voted for the Left or 
the Green parties, who recorded their 
best ever election results. The present 
crop of politicians is of course very 
unhappy about the Swedish public’s 
opposition to the EU, especially now that 
the question of EMU has come in focus. 

The general election of 1998 is likely 
to see the advancement of the parties 
opposed to the EU, including the nation- 
alist Swedish Democrats, the largest party 
outside the Aiksdag, and the only Right- 
of-centre party that will be campaigning 
for a No vote. Q 


United States 





James P Lubinskas reports on the 
United States Taxpayers Party 


The Republican Party, as Samual Francis 
notes, is now known as the “Stupid 
Party.” Ever since their dismal showing in 
the 1996 elections, the GOP has been 
moving steadily Leftward on cultural 
issues. Whether the issue is abortion, 
affirmative action, gun rights, immigra- 
tion, multiculturalism or NAFTA, there is 
virtually no difference between President 
Clinton and the Republicans. The 
Republican elite believes they must move 
to the Left on these and other issues so 
as not to appear “extreme”. Those who 


point out that the GOP won landslide 
victories in 1980, ‘84, ‘88 and ‘94 by 
taking hard-line conservative stances are 
dismissed as “ideologues” or “out of the 
mainstream” of the party. Newt Gingrich 
recently stated that Right-wingers are 
not the base of the Republican party and, 
in fact, are not “real people.” They don’t 
call them the Stupid Party for nothing, 
folks! 

Fortunately, politics hates a void and 
the recently popular candidacies of Pat 
Buchanan, David Duke and California Gov- 
ernor Pete Wilson indicate that Right- 
wing populism is a winner in American 
politics. Enter Howard Phillips and the US 
Taxpayers. Founded in 1992, the USTP 
is a genuine third-party alternative for 
conservatives, libertarians and populists. 
In 1996, with Phillips as their standard 
bearer, they were on the presidential 
ballot in 39 states. Despite a media black- 
out, the USTP received nearly 200,000 
votes. 

What does the USTP stand for? Phillips 
clearly states the goals of the USTP: an 
end to legal abortion, dismantling the 
IRS, a five year moratorium on immigra- 
tion and immediate withdrawal from all 
New World Order institutions. That’s good 
for starters, but the USTP also calls for a 
balanced budget, protection of gun rights, 
and an end to welfare, affirmative action 
and government funding of radical Left- 
wing groups. If Republicans came through 
on any one of these issues, perhaps there 
would not be such a demand for a con- 
servative third-party. But of course they 
don’t - and won't - challenge the liberal 
establishment. That is why conservative 
activist Paul Weyrich and Christian leader 
Martin Mawyer are among the many who 
have started advocating a conservative 
exodus from the Stupid Party. 

In his book, The Next Four Years, 
Phillips reflects the sentiments of many 
right-wingers betrayed by Gingrich, Kemp 
and company. “Since 1968 the Republi- 
cans have been capturing the presidency 
by campaigning as the anti-liberal party. 
But, in office, they have been the party 
that consolidated and expanded the Marx- 
ist agenda of Lyndon Johnson’s Great 
Society. When the Republicans control 
the White House there are two liberal 
parties — and, until now, no conservative 
party”. The need for a conservative, 
populist third-party is obvious and the 
USTP is clear on what its positions are. 
What is not so obvious or clear is how the 
party can come to power, or at least exert 
major influence. Phillips has stated that 
less than 2% of voters knew about his 
party on election day 1996. Moreover, 
the USTP does not accept government 
funds and it is run on a shoe-string 
budget. To compensate for lack of money 
and media attention, Phillips has been 
touring the country, speaking at local 
events and fund-raisers and recruiting 
candidates for local and state elections in 
1998 and 2000. State chapters exist in 
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all 50 states and Phillips is slowly catch- 
ing the eye of mainstream conservatives 
such as Weyrich and Mawyer. 

But the best hope for the new party 
lies in attracting a major figure such as 
Pat Buchanan for its nominee in 2000. In 
a recent interview with Middle American 
News, Buchanan hinted at seeking the 
USTP nomination if they can get on the 
ballot in all 50 states. But whether 
Buchanan, Phillips or someone else car- 
ries the USTP standard in 2000, one 
thing is sure: The Stupid Party no longer 
can claim a lock on the conservative 
vote. Now we have a choice - not an 
echo of rotten Left-wing politics. Q 
James Lubinskas is on the State Committee of 
the Connecticut chapter of the USTP 
For more information on the US Taxpayers 
Party, please write to 450 Maple Avenue East, 
#309, Vienna, VA 22180, USA. 





Italy 


Marco Respinti 
reports on an Italian 
writer of the Right 






British readers will probably never have 
even heard of Eugenio Corti, yet he is one 
of Italy’s greatest writers. A recent poll 
conducted by Avenire, the Left-of-centre 
daily paper of Italy’s bishops, shows that 
Corti is the most popular living Catholic 
writer in the whole country. 

Now in his mid-seventies, he still lives 
where he was born, in the Brianza region 
north of Milan. Most of his historical 
fiction is set either during the campaign in 
Russia, where he fought during World 
War Two, or in Brianza, yet his writing 
appeals to a very wide range of people. A 
disrespectful tragedy he wrote on Stalin 
was translated and circulated secretly in 
Poland and Russia as long ago as the 
1960s. His works have been translated 
into French, Spanish and Latvian and are 
under translation in both Japan and the 
United States. In spring 1997, Corti was 
féted in France, speaking at the Sorbonne 
and at large book-fairs in Paris and Nice. 

But if you read mainstream Italian 
journals, monitor the media, attend nor- 
mal schools or look at the national 
bestsellers list, you will almost never see 
Corti even mentioned. Although every 
Italian knows who he is and despite the 
fact that his books have sold hundreds of 
thousands of copies, Corti is a kind of 
phantom of Italian literature, while fash- 
ionable nonsense like the work of Umberto 
Eco is promoted and exported uncritically. 
Corti, who should be treated as a sort of 
exemplar of what Italian culture can 
produce at its best, is hidden from the 
public, a terrifyingly politically incorrect 
skeleton in the closet. The reason for this 
establishmentarian neglect is that Corti is 
both a Catholic and a cultural conserva- 


tive, a long-term supporter of the now- 
defunct Christian Democrat Party, albeit 
one who was never afraid to be harshly 
critical of its failures, lack of vision, lack 
of cultural appeal and its foolish and futile 
appeasement of the Left. 

Corti’s best long novel, // cavallo rossi 
(soon to be translated into English by a 
major American publisher), his shorter 
novel Gi/i ultimi soldati del re, his World 
War Two memoirs, Few Returned (just 
published in English by University of 
Missouri Press, through the interest of a 
friend), his newspaper articles and col- 
umns on the Left and its’ fallacies (now 
collected in two volumes, L’esperimento 
comunista and // fumo nel Tempio) and 
other writings make him a man of whom 
Italy should be proud. It is a sign of the 
times, and demonstrates the terrible power 
of the Left, that modern Italy seems to be 
ashamed of him. Q 


South 
Africa, 7 


This article is based on 

an interview conducted 

with Dr Ferdi Hartzenberg, 

Chairman of the South African Conserva- 
tive Party, recently in London. 


What is happening to the Afrikaner in the 
new South Africa may justifiably be 
described as a form of genocide. It is 
deliberate ANC policy to crush the 
Afrikaners if they can, and not just the 
Afrikaners, but also the Zulus and any- 
body else who has a very strong sense of 
nationality - even if this policy is not 
openly expressed. Both Afrikaners and 
Zulus stand in the way of the ANC and 
the South African Communist Party, 
which has a great deal of influence within 
the ANC. Some believe that the Afrikaner 
has already surrendered, but that is sim- 
ply not true. Although there is turmoil 
within Afrikaner ranks, we in the South 
African Conservative Party (CP) are con- 
fident that the situation will soon change 
dramatically for the better. 

The basic aim of the CP is to change 
the political dispensation and the consti- 
tution to make provision for the diversity 
of cultures within South Africa, and to 
ensure lasting peace and prosperity. The 
realisation is dawning that the present 
constitutional dispensation can only 
result in catastrophe. As a means of 
addressing this cultural diversity, we 
advocate an Afrikaner homeland. How- 
ever, we also support self-determination 
for the other groups and nations who 
suffer from ANC rule. In fact, we admire 
all peoples everywhere who are fighting 
for self-determination. Our final aim is for 
a confederation in South Africa. 

We are fighting on many fronts, and 
are starting to work together to preserve 


what is dear to us. There is the Christian 
National Educational Movement, a net- 
work of private schools for Afrikaners 
which are not supported by the govern- 
ment. Here we will be able to maintain 
our culture and give mother-tongue in- 
struction, to reinforce the education our 
children already receive at home. The 
Unity Movement on Education is an alli- 
ance of more than 20 organisations and 
parties co-operating to secure educational 
rights for our people. In the field of 
healthcare, we have formed an organisa- 
tion to provide services to our own peo- 
ple, so that they are assured of good 
medical treatment. In sports, we had our 
6th Springbok Week in July 1997. 720 
children now participate on a provincial 
basis, and it is growing every year. In the 
field of social services, we have formed 
Self Help 2000, which brings together 
unemployed and employers and collects 
money for our poor people. We have a 
weekly newspaper, the Patriot, and a 
radio station which, although it is offi- 
cially independent, generally promotes 
the Afrikaner cause. Other newspapers, 
such as the Sunday Report, are slowly 
becoming much more sympathetic. We 
are considering launching an intellectual 
political magazine, or possibly simply re- 
vamping the Patriot, so that we can have 
more intellectual influence. 

It is difficult to say how many sup- 
porters we have, and of course we did 
not participate in the last elections. [Fhe 
Conservative Party boycotted the last 
general election on principle - Ed.], but 
we guess there are at least 400,000. It 
was once 800,000, and we are confident 
we can recover these supporters once we 
re-enter the political arena. We do not 
expect other organisations to disband, 
but simply to co-operate with us in a 
broad movement for self-determination. 

After 12 years, the UN Human Rights 
Commission’s sub-commission on minor- 
ity groups has decided that indigenous 
peoples have the right to determine their 
own political status. We think that this is 
very significant. We have had private 
discussions with UN officials and they 
agree that the Afrikaners are an indig- 
enous people within South Africa. This 
will be of great moral assistance to us. 

We have published a plan —- the 
Confederal Freedom Plan (Konfederale 
Vryheidsplan). Our first step is to unite all 
those among our people who support 
self-determination. The short term goal 
must be to to get internal autonomy. 
After that, we can move to the final goal, 
sovereign independence in our own terri- 
tory. What the Afrikaner is striving for is 
not unreasonable, and is for the benefit 
of the country as a whole. We may be the 
underdogs now, but psychologically that 
is a good position in which to be. Q 
To obtain a copy of the Confederal Freedom 
Plan, please write to Konservatiewe Party van 
Suid-Afrika, Private Bag X847, Pretoria 001, 
Republic of South Africa. Telephone: + 27 12 
329 1220. Fax: +27 12 329 1229. 
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GROUNDS FOR HOPE 
Sir, 

Ralph Harrison argues (Right 
NOW! Issue 18) that the way 
forward for patriots is not to 
join or remain in the Con- 
servative Party in hopes of 
influencing its policies. He 
instances many real grounds 
for despair. But there are at 
last some grounds for hope. 

In the first place William 
Hague has now, in The Times 
for January 22, expressed 
unqualified and categorical 
opposition to the project for 
an United States of Europe, 
adding various further 
remarks about the wrong ways 
in which the-EU is presently 
developing. 

He must also be aware of 
the fact that the Conservative 
Party has for years been 
haemhorraging members, and 
that the average age of the few 
remaining is over 65. He must 
therefore realize that unless 
lots of relatively young new 
members can be recruited 
these will be no Conservative 
Party capable of running an 
effective campaign in the next 
General Election. So sooner 
or later, and the sooner the 
better, he and his colleagues 
will have to recognize that, if 
the desperately needed new 
recruits are to be found at all, 
it can only be to a party 
committed to retaining 
everything still left of our 
national independence and 
recovering much of what has 
already been surrendered. 

Professor Antony Flew, 
Reading 


TASTELESS COVER 
Sir, 
I would have renewed my 
subscription to Right Now! but 
I take exception to your cover 
depicting a tasteless cartoon of 
the late Princess of Wales. 
The article is not without 
merit, but surely did not need 
to be augmented by the 
satirical depiction of Diana as 
Mother Teresa. 
I cannot agree with Dr 

regory Slysz when he 
belittles the genuine outpour- 
ing and show of respect at the 
Princess’s sudden and un- 
timely death. There are many 
Conservatives who will agree 
-with the sentiments expressed 
by Dr Slysz, I know, and it is 
















“It is by benefit of letters that 
absent friends are, in a 
manner, brought together.” 





not so much his opinion that I 
object to, as he has a right to 
express it. But I feel it far too 
soon to mock her memory by 
this tasteless parody of her 
image. Doubtless there will be 
many such derogatory 
depictions of her over the next 
few years but a few month’s 
grace in respect of her tragic 
demise is surely not too much 
to ask. 

Mrs C Gooch, 

London N9 


OUTSTANDING 
ARTICLES 

Sir, 

Your issue No 18 has just 
been delivered, and I write to 
congratulate you on several 
outstanding articles in it, 
which deserve the widest 
readership. 

‘The Diana Cult’ by Dr 
Gregory Slysz says coura- 
geously and honestly what 
millions of Britons have 
thought but held back from 
saying on the the principle of 
de mortuis nil nisi bonum. 
‘The Biased Broadcasting 
Corporation’ by William 
Harvey is equally to the point. 
In addition to the Corpora- 
tion’s blatantly Left-wing bias, 
it is also entirely one-sided in 
its fanatical promotion of 
economic and monetary union 
and European integration. 
Only last night, Robin 
Oakley’s report of Tony. 
Blair’s speech in Holland was 
blatantly prejudiced and 
sought to present Eurosceptics 
as an isolated minority. 

Your correspondent, Mr 
Ralph Harrison, on the other 
hands, says “The way forward 
is not through the Conserva- 
tive Party”. While much of 
his letter is correct, it seems 
to me that William Hague’s 
rejuvenated Tory Party 
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represents the only realistic 
way forward as a counter to 
the anti-national stance of the 
Euro-fanatics and devolution- 
ists. It is true that he has said 
he wishes Britain to remain in 
Europe, whereas many of us, 
including Mr Harrison, think 
withdrawal desirable. How- 
ever, by ruling out EMU for 
ten years, Britain can retain its 
sovereignty until the EU has 
proved itself an unworkable 
fantasy. 

Lord Deramore, 


Pickering, 
Yorkshire 
BLASPHEMY AND 
THE LAW 
Sir, 


William Hilsden supports the 
common law of blasphemy 
(RN 17). His only defence, 
surely, is that as a graduate 
law student he has a vested 
interest in more law! Hilsden 
states correctly that there have 
been very few cases this 
century when blasphemy law 
has been invoked. What sort 
of defence is this? The 1928 
case he cites led to Gott’s 
death following inhumane 
incarceration in prison. 
Whether one accepts that 
we have a multicultural and 
multi-religious community 
today, it is clear that there 
have been moves to stop 
criticism of Islam. Last year, 
the Runnymede Trust, under 
the guise of trying to outlaw 
“Islamophobia”, sought to 
stop criticism of that religion. 
Thus any “free speech” about 
Islam could become subject to 
blasphemy law if its use was 
extended. To be fair to all, 
atheists and believers, the best 
solution is to repeal blasphemy 
law. There are plenty of laws 
to protect individual rights, 
including the right of belief. 











Hilsden asks what will 
happen “if belief in God is no 
longer sanctioned by the 
State”. One can only have this 
situation in an authoritarian 
theocracy. He also wonders 
why the clergy don’t care 
much. I suggest that, apart 
from fundamentalist enthusi- 
asts, many clergy know they 
are peddling mind-controlling 
superstition which most folks 
ignore, and which they don’t 
themselves believe. Despite 
Hilsden’s belief that most 
Britons are Christians, surveys 
have shown this to be untrue. 
A few clergy have “come out” 
as atheists; the majority 
remain in the church as 
nominal believers - it provides 
their living, home and certain 
privileges denied to non- 
believers. 

Denis Cobell, President, 
National Secular Society, 
London, WC1 


DEAD AGAINST EURO 
Sir, 

I would like to pass on to 
Roger Alsop my thanks for his 
review of my book Euroslavia, 
but there is one little point I 
must clear up. Roger says of 
me: “He is not even against 
the Euro”. 

Sorry, Roger. I’m dead 
against it. I’m dead against 
anything and everything that 
stinks of the Euromonster. But 
I can see how that comment 
arose, as on the last page I 
wrote that I’ve met several 
people in favour of a parallel 
European currency, but this 
would be run in sympathy 
with national currencies, 
which would remain in use. I 
then comment that all we 
would need to do is modify 
the traveller’s cheque system 
and the credit card, perhaps 
merging them, and there is 
your new Euro, without 
fudged convergence criteria or 
loss of sovereignty. But 
personally, I’m against this, as 
I see it as a threat, however 
remote, to national currencies. 

The concept of a parallel 
currency would never have 
been dreamed up had it not 
been for the suggestion of a 
single currency. I don’t want 
to appear to disagree with a 
fellow Wisbechian - we’re 
few enough as it is! 

Terry Palmer, 
Clacton 
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M eetings tnd activities 


On 24th February, two representatives from RN attended the Centre for Policy Studies 
spring lecture, given by William Hague MP, entitled “Change and Tradition: Thinking 
Creatively About the Constitution”. In a speech lasting over an hour, Mr Hague gave 
a tour d’horizon on Labour's plans for the constitution and made some suggestions as 
to how the Right should respond to these changes, most of which now are inevitable. 

Labour threatens the three central features of the British constitution — limited and 
democratically accountable government, respect for the rule of law and the unity of 
the Kingdom. Conservatives, Hague said, should try to come up with new ideas on 
four specific fronts — the possible creation of an English Parliament analogous to the 
Scottish, the withdrawal from Scottish MPs of their voting rights over legislation that 
does not apply to Scotland, a reduction in the number of Scottish MPs and a 
strengthening of English local government. 

Despite a few minor quibbles, such as Mr Hague’s false distinction between 
nationalism and patriotism, this was a solid and intelligent speech demonstrating 
Hague’s essential soundness on constitutional questions (even if some other aspects 
of his political philosophy are far less palatable). 

r + + + ) 
Another respectably-attended RN readers’ meeting was held in the House of Commons 
on the 10th of March. The guest speaker was Gerald Howarth, MP for Cannock and 
Burntwood 1983-1992, now back in the Commons again, representing Aldershot, 
since last year’s election. The topic was “The legacy and future of Thatcherism”, a 
subject on which Mr Howarth is well-qualified to speak, as a former PPS to Lady 
Thatcher and a frequent contributor to No Turning Back Group publications. 

A succinct and lively speech, interrupted briefly by the division bell, was followed 
by a long and detailed Q&A session, covering a wide variety of topics, from 
Mohammed Al-Fayed, Saddam Hussein, Labour’s multiple threats to the constitution, 
Leftist prejudice in the media, immigration and individualism to women on warships. 

Other meetings will be organised shortly, and readers circularised in due course. 


St George’s Day 1998 


Christopher Booker 
will propose the toast of St George 


at a St George’s Day Dinner 


on Wednesday 22nd April 1998 
at 7.30pm 
at St Columba’s Church Upper Hall, 
Pont St., Knightsbridge, London SW1. 


Tickets £16.00 to include three courses 
and wine. 


YOUR HELP 
A 
WANTED! 
If you have enjoyed reading Right NOW! 
then please help us ‘spread the word’ by 
buying the magazine in bulk, for resale to 
your friends and colleagues. 
Our bulk rates are as follows:- 
5 copies - £7.00 © 

10 copies £13.00 

20 copies £23.00 

50 copies £50.00 
100 copies £80.00 
200 copies £150.00 
500 copies - £300.00 
Please note these prices include post and 
packing within the UK. 
Overseas: please add 20% for postage to 
Europe; 30% for the rest of the world. 
Cheques/ postal orders /international money 
orders should be made payable to ‘Right 
NOW!’ and sent to: BCM Right, London, 
WC1N 3XX, UK. 


Please apply to the Managing Editor, 
The Salisbury Review, 
33 Canonbury Park South, London, 
N1 2JW. 


Cheques should be made out to 
‘The Salisbury Review’ 














British Weights and Measures Association 


ANNUAL CONFERENCE SATURDAY 9th MAY 1998 
Registration and coffee from 1.30pm. Start 2.00pm. End 3.30pm followed by Tea and 
Discussion until 5.00pm. Venue: The New Cavendish Club (just north of Marble Arch - 
corner of Great Cumberland Place and Upper Berkeley Street.) 


Tickets only £5.00. Please apply to BWMA, 45 Montgomery Street, Edinburgh, EH7 5JX. 


Cybersceptics on-line 
Opponents of the European Union are finding the internet a valuable tool in getting over the pro- 
nation message and countering the mis-information emanating from the Brussels propaganda 
machine. 
An important new initiative is the European Union Frequently Asked Questions, which is written 
and maintained by an independent group of academics, businessmen and journalists who recognise 


that Britain’s EU membership has been a political and economic disaster, and who support Britain’s 
withdrawal from the EU. 

The European Union FAQ can be found at: http://web.ukonline.co.uk.stuart.n2/eurofaq.html 
and covers key issues in a question and answer format. 

The authors have also launched an email mailing list. For details please contact eurofaq@aol.com. 
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Back issues of Right Now! are available for £1 
per copy, including post and packing, or 50 
pence each, for orders for 20 or more copies, for 
any mix of issues. Please send cheques, postal 
orders or international money orders, made pay- 
able to ‘Right Now!’, to: 


Back Issues, BCM Right, London, WC1N 3XX. 
Issues 1, 2, 3 & 4: Sold out. 


Issue 5 (October-December 1994): Interview 
with Sir Teddy Taylor MP, crime and punish- 
ment, saving the shires, small business and 
Europe, the threat of Islam. 


Issue 6 (January-March 1995): Interview with 
Nicholas Budgen MP, The Trap, Ulster, educa- 
tion, Tory finances. 


Issue 7 (April-June 1995): Interview with Peter 
Robinson MP, the internet, The Bell Curve, Brit- 
ish food, Doctor Johnson. 


Issue 8 (July-September 1995): Interviews with 
Charles Moore and Garry Bushell, Britain and 
Bosnia, political correctness, conservatism and 
conservation, the cost of European union. 


Issue 9: America’s endangered identity, Richard 
Lynn on declining |Qs, Roger Scruton and the 
conservative vision, feminism in the balance. 


Issue 10: Sold out 


Issue 11 (April-June 1996): Interview with Sir 
Richard Body MP, Britain out of Europe, enter- 
prise culture, the end of liberalism, sex roles, Pat 
Buchanan, modern Russia. 


Issue 12 (July-September 1996): Interview with 
Hans Eysenck, the Newbury Bypass, health fas- 
cism, the Hollywood Blacklist, ‘social justice’, por- 
nography, globalism, Joseph de Maistre. 


Issue 13 (October-December 1996) Interview 
with Martin Mears, Forbes’ tax proposals, op- 
posing the handgun ban, the cost of economic 
refugees, J P Rushton, capital punishment. 


Issue 14 (January-March 1997) Interview with 
Neil Hamilton MP, Gibraltar betrayed, Piritim 
Sorokin, Rhodes reviewed, Italian identity, liberal 
censorship. 

Issue 15: Sold out. 

Issue 16: Sold out. 

Issue 17 (October-December 1997) Interview: 
Frederick Forsyth. The perilous mire of regional- 
ism, an appreciation of Hans Eysenck, the im- 
pending white backlash in America. 

Issue 18 (January-March 1998) Interviews: 


Madsen Pirie, Stephen Perks, the Diana Cult, 
Ofsted fiasco, the language of nationhood. 
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Holy. made up 

A new guidebook to Christian- 
ity, Religion Is A Queer Thing, 
has stated that some of the best- 
known saints, such as St Teresa 
and St Augustine (of Pegwell 
Bay fame) can be considered 
homosexual because of their 
strong feelings for people of the 
same sex, even though there is 
no evidence that any were ever 
sexually active. (The Week, 10th 
January 1998) 


Land of the free 

A divorced woman in Palatine, 
Illinois, is being threatened with 
losing her rights to see her chil- 
dren — because she smokes. A 
Texas woman was sacked from 
her job after taking up smoking 
during her several year long em- 
ployment, because on her job 
application she had truthfully 
said she did not smoke. An 
engineering company has 
banned anyone from entering its 
premises if they have smoked a 
cigarette within the previous two 
hours. (Sunday Telegraph, 22nd 
February 1998) 


Fighting Irish 

An estimated 10,000 Irish sol- 
diers are claiming thousands of 
pounds each in compensation 
from the Irish government, either 
for deafness caused on the firing 
range or playing in military 
bands, or for sunburn suffered 
when on UNIFIL duties in the 
Lebanon. The government had 
failed to supply them with 
suncream. (The Week, 10th 
January 1998) 


Flack off 
A scheme to erect a statue of 
Catherine of Braganza, Charles 
II’s queen, in Queens, New 
York, after whom the borough 
was named, has been postponed, 
after local black leaders pro- 
tested. They say that even if she 
did not own slaves herself, she 
“supported a system which 
allowed slavery to flourish”. The 
sculptress, Audrey Flack, de- 
scribed as a “staunch feminist”, 
/ was aghast, as she had inten- 
tionally made her statue with 
multi-racial features. “Here I 
made a statue with healing and 
‘positive values, and things are 


turning into a civil war, a race - 


war” she said. (Daily Telegraph, 
16th January 1998) 











Relevant Shakespeare | 
Company 
The Royal Shakespeare Com- 
pany excised all anti-Semitism 
from a recent, updated produc- 
tion of medieval mystery plays. 
In the original text, Caiaphas 
apprehended Jesus by saying: “I 
am a Jew and I want to kill you”. 
Now, he says: “I am a member 
of the religious authorities and, 





frankly, I wish you would go 
away”. Jesus is a homeless beg- 
gar, Peter a foul-mouthed fish- 
erman who wants to mug Jesus 
and Matthew arich tax collector 
who trips over Jesus’ sleeping 
form in Kensington. (Daily Tel- 
egraph, 31st December 1997) 


Queerox 

The Xerox Corporation has col- 
our-coded door and desk keys 
for their American staff accord- 
ing to their sexual proclivities. 
Homosexuals have been given 
pink keys which, according to a 
Xerox spokesman, are “designed 
to communicate to gay and les- 
bian workers that ‘In my office 
you are safe’”. (The Week, 17th 
January 1998) 


Ouseleymoron 
Speaking at the North of Eng- 
land Educational Conference, Sir 
Herman Ouseley, Chairman of 
the Commission for Racial 
Equality, said that rising educa- 
tional standards do not mean a 
more equal society. He said that 
the Qualifications and Curricu- 
lum Authority seems “to want 
to provide a solid and static ideo- 
logical core with which to hold 
together a diverse population... 
by binding them into a common 
set of values and narratives that 
happen to reflect the values and 
culture of the white English mid- 
dle class”. (Times Educational 
Supplement, 9th January 1998) 

Déja vu 

“The enemy had not, thank God, 
entirely destroyed the English; 
but they were much more weak- 
ened in these three years by the 
disease of cattle, and most ofall, 
ofmen’” — from The Anglo-Saxon 
Chronicle, 897 AD. (Submitted 
by a subscriber) 
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Bully for them 
A charity, Families for Freedom, 
has released a report saying that 
schools are increasingly obsessed 
with anti-bullying measures, and 
that modern definitions of bul- 
lying are too broad, and equate 
harmless and harmful behaviour. 
“We worry that constant adult 
interference is stopping children 
learning essential life skills... 


making faces is not the same as 
systematic aggression. Name-call- 
ing is not the same as inflicting 
vicious injury” says the charity. 
(Times Educational Supple- 
ment, 23rd January 1998) 


German democracy 
From an interview with Klaus 
Kinkel, German Foreign Min- 
ister, in a Dutch newspaper: 
Reporter: “More than half [of 
the Dutch people] want to keep 
the guilder, according to a re- 
cent poll”. Kinkel: “Well, OK. 
Then politicians should have the 
courage to take decisions, ifnec- 
essary against the will of the 
people’. Reporter; jExcuse 
me?” Kinkel (hastily): “With the 
consent of parliament, of 
course”. (NRC Handelsblad, 
31st January 1998) 


United States 
Carl Galmon, a New Orleans- 
based black activist, referring to 
the change of name of a local 
school, from George Washing- 
ton Elementary to Charles 
Richard Drew Elementary, after 
a black surgeon: “To African- 
Americans, George Washington 
has about as much meaning as 
David Duke”. (American Ren- 
aissance, January 1998) 


People power 
“The right of backbench MPs to 
be heard is supposedly one of 
the most sacred tenets of our 
ancient Parliament. Yesterday, 
it was crushed. Labour used the 
sheer physical fact of its large 
majority to throttle dissent. Some 
of the Labour women, finger- 
nails polished, jacket shoulders 
power-padded, thought it all 
most funny. As Mr Letwin gave 
a perplexed frown and struggled 
to find his voice, they screamed 








all the louder, their soprano 
| Shrieks joining the deeper cries 


of the men of the Left”. (Daily 
Telegraph, 5th February 1998) 


There’s gratitude 
A senior AIDS researcher, who 
is also the chief epidemiologist 
for Los Angeles, has been ac- 
cused of “scientific racism” for 
saying that black women were 





at higher risk from AIDS than 
other groups. (Guardian, 2nd 
February 1998) 


Negative images 

“I write this letter in anger, as 
the publishing of Black ethnic 
minority people always comes 
out in your publication as either 
a blur or a total image black- 
in... Black people are photogenic 
and you should ensure the qual- 
ity photos are of a high level. I 
am sure Black ethnic minority 
people see these photos as an 
insult, especially when you 
cannot make out who’s who” 
(reader’s letter, Greenwich 
Time, Greenwich Council news- 
paper, 19th September 1998). 


Time well spent 
“FREE sign language courses 
for gay and bisexual men...after 
the course you will be able to 
negotiate safer sex in signing 
and hold simple conversations” 
(advertisement, The Pink Paper, 
20th February 1998) 


Justice for the not-so-gay 
“Surely it is time for the likes of 
[Daily Telegraph columnist 
Anne] Atkins and others to be 
made accountable for gay 
suicides” (reader’s letter, ibid) 


Black-and-white TV 
“Put bluntly, white Americans 
over the age of 21 just don’t 
watch black American TV 
shows. And the converse is also 
true. Fourteen of the twenty most 
popular shows among African- 
Americans don’t even rank 
among the top 100 shows white 
people watch... in fact, not a 
single show is both in the top 10 
for blacks and the top 10 for 
whites” (Guardian, 2nd March 
1998) 
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